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Current Topics. 
The King’s Bench Cause Lists. 

THE CAUSE lists for the Court of Appeal, the Chancery 
Division, and the King’s Bench Divisional Court were not issued 
at the time of going to press. The King’s Bench lists of actions 
for trial shew a total of 152, namely, special jury, 38 ; common 
jury, 63 ; non-jury, 31 ; commercial causes, 11°; and ord. 14, 9. A 
year ago the total was 564, and at the beginning of last sittings 
216. So that in this part of the work of litigation there has been 
a notable decrease in the lists. 


The New Middlesex Registry Fee Order. 

THE NEW Order fixing the fees on official searches in the Middle- 
sex Registry was issued as a final order on the 24th of March, 
and came into operation on the Ist inst. It is identical with the 
draft Order which we printed and commented on in February 
(ante, pp. 297, 305). The minimum fee is reduced, but the 
order reverts to the former method of charging for each name 
searched against. The system of official searches has advantages 
in saving of time and in relief from liability. 


The New Deeds of Arrangement Rules. 

WE PRINT elsewhere two sets of Rules relating to deeds of 
arrangement, both of which came into operation on the Ist inst. 
The first set are dated the 23rd of March and are mage by the 
Lord Chancellor pursuant to section 25 of the Bankruptey Act, 
1890, as amended by the Bankruptcy and Deeds of Arrangement 
Act, 1913, and under the power conferred upon him by section 
127 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, to make, with the concurrence 
of the President of the Board of ‘Trade, general rules for carrying 
the Bankruptcy Acts into effect. Under section 25 (2) (b) ot 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, a trustee under a deed of arrangement 
had to transmit accounts to the Board of Trade within thirty 
days after the Ist of January in each year. By the second 
schedule of the Act of 1913 he must do so “at such times as may 
be prescribed.” Under the new rules the time prescribed is the 
period of thirty days from the Ist of Januiry in each year for 
deeds executed before the Ist of April, 1914, so that as regards 
these no change is made; and for deeds executed on or after that 
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day, the accounts must be rendered annually within thirty days 
after the anniversary of the execution of the deed. And new 
rules are substituted for Rules 7, 12 and 16 of the Deeds of 
Arrangement Rules, 1890, relating respectively to the form of 
accounts for transmission to the Board of Trade, to statement of 
dividends distributed, and to the trustee's affidavit verifying his 
final account. 


Application to the Court under Deeds of Arrange- 
ment. 

THE SECOND set of Deeds of Arrangement Rules are made 
by the Rule Committee under the Judicature Act.’ At first 
sight it is not clear why the two sets should emanate from 
different sources. The explanation is that the first set are 
made as stated above, under the Bankruptcy Acts, by which the 
rule-making power is vested in the Lord Chancellor with the 
concurrence of the President of the Board of Trade; the second 
set are made under the Deed of Arrangement Acts—that is, 
the Act of 1887 and Part II. of the Bankruptcy and Deeds of 
Arrangement Act, 1913—and by section 18 of the Act of 1887 
the rule-making power is vested in the Rule Committee under 
the Judicature Acts. Under section 35 of the Act of 1913 
applications with reference to the enforcement of the trusts of, 
or determination of, questions, under a deed of arrangement will 
be made in bankruptcy, instead of, as hitherto, in the Chancery 
Division, and the new rules 3 to 8 prescribe the manner in 
which applications are to be made. The court will be either the 
High Court in Bankruptcy, or the local county court having 
bankruptcy jurisdiction, and the application will be made to the 
registrar and supported, unless otherwise ordered, by affidavit. 
Rules 9 to 12 regulate the security which, under section 29 of 
the Act, must now be given by trustees of deeds of arrange 
ment; and rules 16 and 17 deal with the audit of the trustee’s 
accounts which may be required under section 32. 


The Criminal Justice Administration Bill. 

THE CriMINAL Justice Administration Bill, which bas been 
introduced by the Home Secretary, was read a second time in 
the House of Commons on Wednesday after a very favourable 
reception. Its leading features are the provisions with respect 
to payment of fines, to probation societies, and to commitment 
to Borstal institutions. It is obvious that, whenever practicable, 
a person on whom a fine has been inflicted, and who has not the 
immediate means to pay it, should be allowed time for payment. 
But this is not always recognised by magistrates, Provision to 
this end is made by clause | of the Bill, though only where the 
fine is less than 40s. It will be incumbent on the court 
to allow at least seven days for payment, unless the offender 
has no fixed abode within the jurisdiction, or unless for 
some other special reason, which must be stated on the 
warrant of commitment, the court directs that no time shall 
be allowed ; and the time first fixed may be extended. It is 
not evident why a limit of 40s. should be imposed. Whatever 
the amount of the fine, there should, apparently, be time 
allowed for payment. ‘The necessity for recourse to imprisonment 
is also lessened by the system of release on probation under the 
Probation of Offenders Act, 1907, but the utility of the system 
is impaired by lack of etlicient and properly remunerated pruba- 
tion officers. This is met by clause 7, which empowers the Home 
Secretary to recognise probation societies, and these, on such recog 
nition, may be subsidised by the Treasury. An officer provided 
by a recognised society may, in the case of offenders under 21, 
be appointed to act as probation officer. Clauses 10 to 11 are 
intended to extend and render more efticient the use of Borstal 
institutions established under the Prevention of Crime Act, 
1908. The occasions on which commitment to such an institution 
may be ordered are specified anew in clause 10, and clause 11 
raises the minimum period of detention there from one year to 
two. The object of the change is to keep the offender under 
detention long enough for him to profit by the course of indus- 
trial training and to form new habits. According to the Home 
Secretary, the majority of the young offenders who have passed 
through a Borstal school have done well after leaving; the 
number of failures is quite smatl, His object is to secure that 
no one under the age of 21 shall be found in an ordinary prison. 








The Public Trustee’s Report. 

THE SIXTH report of the Public Trustee, which has just been 
issued, shews that there has been a progressive increase in the 
work of this department since its commencement in 1908. In 
the first full year (1908-09) the number of cases accepted was 
381; in the succeeding years down to 1913-14 the numbers 
were 622, 877, 1,050, 1,364, and 1,573; while the total value of 
the estates has risen by continuous increases from £3,133,523 to 
£13,425,343. Including trusts in course of being transferred, 
the total current business up to the 3lst of March last was 
£50,674,865, and under applications from intending testators 
the department has in view a further £59,700,871. The trans 
action of this large amount of business implies, of course, large 
figures both in receipts and payments. The receipts from fees 
in the last year (12 months to the 31st of March) were £55,283 
as against £43,116 in the previous year, and the expenses were 
£49,428 as against £37,396 ; thus leaving in the last year a 
surplus of £5,855 and in the previous year £5,720. Moreover, 
since the fees due in respect of capital value are taken in two 
instalments, one half on acceptance of the trust and one 
half on distribution, there is a reserve of fees due on 
distribution, and this is estimated to amount to £90,000. 
The average value of each trust estate under adminis 
tration is £8,803, and of the estates of deceased persons 
is £11,692 ; while the average value of all wills proved in the 
United Kingdom in 1913 was £35,944; so that the department 
appeals, it would seem, to the wealtbier class of testators. It is 
bound, indeed, by section 3 of the Public Trustee Act, 1905, to 
undertake the administration of small estates—that is, estates 
under £1,000—unless there is good -reason for refusing, though 
there bas been, it appears, comparatively little use made of this 
provision. The scheme embodied in the Act for the appointment 
of the Public Trustee as custodian trustee has not met with 
public favour. Of nearly 6,000 trusts accepted, the Public 
Trustee has been appointed only custodian trustee in fifty-nine 
cases ; in the past year there were fifteen such appointments. 


The Public Trustee’s Investments. 
CONSIDERABLE INTEREST naturally attaches to the investment 
of trust furds by the Puble Trustee, ard the rate of income 
which he obtains for bis beneficiaries. The total investments held 
on the 31st of March last were £41,913,708, and the chief items 
were: British Funds, £3,068,030 ; Colonial Government Securi- 
ties and Co!onial and Foreign Corporation Stock, £6,476,539 ; 
Home lailways, £8,244,440 ; Foreign Railways, £3,150,719 ; 
Financial Trusts, Insurance, Banks, c., £3,254,565 ; and real 
and leasehold property and ground rents valued at £5,602,250. 
Mortgages were only £2,001,654. Of course, in most cases the 
range of investment is restricted either by the terms of the trust 
instrument or by law. The average rate of income from 
trustee investments is £3 19s. 4d. per cent., and from non- 
trustee investments £4 10s. 1d. per cent. It is clear that the 
management of the investments is an onerous and responsible 
undertaking. Mr. STEWART, in his report, says that 
“the practice of the department has been to organize its consti- 
tution on business lines, and to keep in closer touch with those 
intimately concerned in the safety of the trust funds, and, 
whether the trust instrument prescribes it or not, for the most 
part not to invest without their concurrence. In view, 
however, of the large interests involved, he makes the 
suggesticn that public confidence would be increased “if 
some small committee of business men, experienced in this 
work, could be appointed, who would, from time to time, 
examine and report upon the investments made, and from whose 
criticism valuable assistance would, it is believed, be rendered to 
the department.” No doubt this would be an additional safe- 
guard, but the suggestion would have to take more definite 
shape befure any opinion can be formed on its practicability. 
The report contains references to the work of the Public Trustee 
in administering funds paid on behalf of children under com- 
pensation awards, and in administering special charitable funds, 
such as the “Titanic” fund. It is clear that the Public Trustee 
has established. himself in favour with a considerable number of 
settlors and intending testators, and the success which has 
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attended his department has enabled him, so far as our observa- 
tion goes, to dispense to some extent with the advertisement 
which was at first a feature of his office. And we quite recognise 
that the success has been largely due to the ability and tact of 
the present holder of the office. But we adhere to the opinion, 
frequently expressed, that in the majority of cases the sunerior 
convenience of administration by private trustees will keep 
trusts on their present lines. 


Women and the Bar. 


AN INTERESTING discussion upon the admission of women to 
the bar has taken place in the correspondence columns of the 
Times during the Easter Vacation ; its protagonists have been 
the City Solicitor, Sir Homewoop Crawrorp, and that ardent 
veteran of the Old Bailey bar, Sir HARRY PoLanp, whose 
wintry weight of years has in no wise diminished his professional 
enthusiasm and activity as a publicist. Sir HomEwoop Craw- 
FORD has contended that, since the Lord Chancellor, the Prime 
Minister, and the law officers of the Crown are all in favour of 
admitting women to practise as solicitors, they ought in common 
consistency to urge those Inns of Court to which they belong 
to set the other branch of the profesgion a good example. Sir 
Harry PoLanpD has replied to this by pointing out that 
the benchers of each Inn of Court only admit students by 
virtue of a power delegated to them by the judges, and that 
they have no authority to admit women, since no precedent for 
sich a course is in existence. Sir HomeEwoop Crawrorn’s 
reply is in effect: let the benchers of Lord HALDANE’s inn 
make a precedent. We would venture to point out, however, 
that the matter is no more within the discretion of the 
benchers, or even of the Lord Chancellor and the judges to whom 
there lies an appeal from the action of the benchers in 
refusing to admit any. person as a barstudent, than is 
the admission of women to the roll within the discretion of 
the Law Society. The governing body of each profession can- 
not act as it pleases in the matter ; it is bound by common law 
qualifications and disqualifications. Now the Court of Appeal 
has just held in Bebb v. The Law Society (58 SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 
153), that there exists a common law disqualification, based on 
inveterate usage and supported by the weighty opinion of Lord 
Coke (Co. Litt. 128a), which debars women from admission as 
solicitors ; and that this disqualification has not been removed by 
the Solicitors Act of 1843. Hence, until Parliament alters the 
law, no woman can be legally admitted to the roll. The same 
principle must obviously apply to the bar; it is inconceivable 
than a common law disqualification should exist for the one 
branch without extending to the other. No statute has removed 
any such disqualification in the case of the bar. Hence, unless 
and until Parliament in its wisdom otherwise orders, a step to 
which the public opinion of the bar is unmistakably opposed, no 
woman can be called by any Inn of Court. 


Cheques Signed Per Pro. 


AT AN early date we hope to deal more fully with two important 
recent decisions on banking law, which at present we propose merely 
tonotice. In Morison v. London, County, and Westminster Bank 
(Limited) (reported elsewhere) the Court of Appeal overruled a deci- 
sion of CoLERIDGE, J. The defendant bank had as a customer one 
Apport, who was the plaintiff's business manager. ABBOTT used 
to pay into that account cheques drawn on another bank in his 
own favour by himself as the plaintiff's manager and signed as 
follows: “ per pro Bruce Morison & Co., H. Abbott.” If 
the defendant bank had enquired of Bruce Morison & Co., 
they would have discovered that Anbort was drawing these | 
cheques in order to defraud his employers, although he had in fact | 
authority to draw cheques in the way named for the purposes of 
their business. The defendants did not inquire, but duly collected | 
the cheques on behalf of their customer Abpotr. When the 
plaintiff discovered Anpott’s operations, he sued the defendant 
bank for the conversion of the cheques. The defendants pleaded 
section 82 of the Bill of Exchange Act, 1882, namely, that they 
had collected payment of the cheques for a customer in good 
faith and without negligence ; therefore they were entitled to 
the protection of that section. COLERIDGE, J., however, read 








section 82 with section 25 of the same statute, which provides 
that where a cheque is signed per pro, this operates as 
notice that the drawer of the cheque has only a limited 
authority to draw it, and protects his principal from liability 
where that authority is exceeded. Reading these two sections 
together, the learned judge held that a collecting banker 
is fixed with notice under section 25, and deprived of protect*on 
under section 82. The Court of Appeal, however, held that 
these sections are really quite independent, and that nothing in 
section 25 affects a collecting banker’s protection under the later 
section. 


Banks and their Customers. 

IN THE other banking case referred to above, Ladbroke & Co. 
v. Todd (Times, March 28th), BAttuHacue, J., had to decide a 
different question, also arising under section 82 of the Bil's 
of Exchange Act, 1882. A bank had allowed a young man whom 
they did not know to open an account with them by depositing a 
cheque drawn in favour of one R. H. Jonson, and crossed “ account 
payee only.” Hesaid that he was R. H. Jonson, an Oxford under- 
graduate ; the bank accepted his story without inquiries, opened 
the account, collected the cheque, and allowed him to operate 
upon his account. As a matter,of fact, the cheque was a forgery, 
but was correctly endorsed, and therefore, despite the forgery, 
the hank would be protected under section 82, if (1) it collected 
the cheque for a “customer,” and (2) in good faith, and (3) 
“without negligence.” Mr. Justice BAILHACHE held that the 
forger was a “customer,” since he had in fact opened an account 
with the bank-—a somewhat dangerous decision, since he opened 
that account with a cheque crossed “account payee only.” 
Again, he held that since the bank manager had in fact no suspicions 
whatever, he had collected the cheque “in good faith ”—this 
view is in accordance with the previous decisions. But, on the 
point as to negligence, he refused to hold the view, strongly 
contended for on behalf of the bank, that “ without negligence ” 
in the section means “ without breach of legal duty towards some 
person to whom the bank owes a legal duty.” He held those 
words to mean “without reasonable care,” and admitted expert 
evidence to shew that, where a person unknown to a bank 
attempts to open an account by depositing a cheque, the bank 
always make inquiries before collecting the cheque and allowing 
the customer to operate upon it. Since these usual precautions 
had been neglected, his lordship held that the bank had not 
collected the cheque “without negligence,” and therefore could 
not claim the protection of the statute. 


The Status of a License-holder. 

AN INTERESTING point of licensing law has been decided by 
the stipendiary magistrate of Liverpool, who has consented to 
state a case for the gpinion of the High Court. A limited com- 
pany, carrying on business as brewers, wine merchants and spirit 
merchants, own a number of licensed premises in Liverpool, the 
licences in respect of which are held by managers on their behalf. 
The company, not the licence-holder, own the liquor sold at 
these houses ; and, ona summons taken out against the company 
by a common informer, the learned magistrate convicted them of 
“selling liquor by retail without a justices’ licence” in contra- 
vention of the Licensing Acts: Lydiate v. J. Mellor & Sons 
(Limited) (Times, 10th inst.) His view was based on the following 
considerations. Only a licence-holder is authorized to sell 
liquor by retail; but the sale of liquor means sale of liquor 
belonging to the vendor ; hence the owner of liquors who sells 
them through the agency of a manager or a servant is the only 





real “seller ” of such liquors ; and, if he has himself no licence, 
then he is guilty of an offence, even although the agent who sells 
for him may have a licence. There is much to be said for this 
line of reasoning. Indeed, in order to avoid such a result it is 
usual for the owners of premises to make their manager an 
actual tenant of the premises, so as to qualify him for a licence 
under section 5 of the Excise Licence Act, 1825, which 
seems to require that a licence-holder shall be “the tenant or 
occupier thereof” ; and to bind him by a covenant to purchase 
his liquors from them at a price fixed in the tenancy agreement. 
In this way the licence-holder, and not the brewers, is the actual 
retailer of the beer; so there is no offence against the Acts. 
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Indeed, many licensing justices cull for the production of the 
manager’s tenancy agreement in the case of a “ tied house,” to 
satisfy themselves that he is really occupier, before they will 
grant their licence. Now, it has been taken for granted in a 
leading case (Reg. v. Luon, 1898, 62 J. P. 357), which came 
hefore the Court of Appeal, that a limited company eannot hold 
a licence; it is not a‘ fit and proper person” within the 
meaning of the Licensing Consolidation Aet, 1908,s 9, which 
repealed and re-enacted previous statutory provisions to the 
same effect. But in the same case it was also held that sucha 
company can hold a licence in the name of its secretary on behalf 
of the company. This decision, however, does not authorize 
mansgers or servants of the company to take out licences in their 
own names and then sell the company’sliquors. J’rima facie, the 
stipendiary’s decision seem to be right; the way to evade the 
difficulty in practice is for brewers who own tied houses to 
grant a tenancy and sell their beer to an occupying manager in 
the usual way. Apparently, however, a laxer practice has 
hitherto prevailed in Liverpool ; so that, unless the Divisional 
Court can find a way out of the difficulty, some hardship is 
likely to be inflicted on companies which own licensed houses. 


Murder as an Accident. 


THE DECISION of the House of Lords in Trim District School 
v. Kelly (Times, 7th inst.), where a majority of four to three 
have held that murder may be an “accident,” seems to be a 
triumph of common sense over legal subtlety. A schoolmaster 
had been killed while engaged in the performance of his scholastic 
duties by a band of his pupils, who mistook discipline for tyranny, 
and the question arose as to whether his dependants could 
establish a claim under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1907. 
Lords PARKER, DUNEDIN and ATKINSON refused to hold that a 
deliberate ‘“‘murder,” committed after preconcerted design 
“with malice aforethought,” could possibly be “an accident ”~- 
i¢., “a mishap or untoward event not expected or designed,” as 
that term is defined in what was agreed by all the law-lords 
to be the leading case, Fenton v. Thorley (1903, A. C. 443), 


where Lord MACNAGHTEN delivered one of -bis mest 
luminous judgments. On the other hand, Lords Lorenurn, 
Hatspury, SHAW and Reapinc took the opposite view, 


and held that such a murder, being unexpected by the employee, 
was to him an accident, whether or not designed by other persons. 
The same quite obvious view, when logical analysis of accident is 
set aside, had already been taken by the English and Irish Courts 
of Appeal in two well-known cases : Nisbet v. Rayne (1910, 2 K. B. 
689) and Anderson vy. Balfour (1910, Ir. R. 2 K. B. 497) ; 
whereas the view of the minority had commended itself to the 
Scots Court of Session in Murray v. Denholm (1911, C. of S. Cases, 
1087). In general jurisprudence, it is true, “ accident” seems 
inconsistent with mens rea ; |ut all interpretation of statutes must 
look to their general spirit and intent, rather than to the 
application of technical legal rules in their elucidation. The 
notion that a peril or accident must necessarily imply the 
complete absence of wilful default had, indeed, been excluded 
long ago in the interpretation of marine insurance and carriage 
by sea contractual obligations: //’ilson v. Xantho (12 A.C. 503). 
That case, too, was decided by two very great and masculine 
legal minds, Lord Herscuett and Lord BramweELL, in whom 
severe logic and plain common sense seemed almost exactly 


balanced. 





The Rule in Toulmin wv. Steere. 
L 


IN noting (p. 212, ante) the decision of the House of Lords in 
Whiteley v. Delaney (in the courts below, Manks v. Whiteley, 1911, 
2 Ch. 448; 1912, 1 Ch. 735) at the time it was given, we 
observed that, while the decision was in accordance with the 
justice of the case, the judgments as then reported were not so 
illuminating as might have been expected. The full report, 
which has recently appeared (1914, A. C. 132), puts the matter in 
another light, and while the House has not taken the opportunity 
of overruling Toulmin v. Steere (3 Mer. 210), the practical result 
of the decision seems to be to restrict its sphere of application. 

Toulmin v. Steere, aa is well known, constitutes an exception 
from the rule that, when a cbarge on land and the immediate 
estate in land meet in the same person, the question whether the 
charge is to merge in the estate or not is to be determined in the 
first instance by the actual intention of the party, and in the 
absence of such actual intention, then by the presumed intention ; 
and since the owner is presumed to intend what is for his benefit— 
and this is so even where actual intention cannot exist—the rule 
really is that, in the absence of actual intention, there is a merger 
if this is for the benefit of the party ; otherwise there is no 
merger. “ Where no intention is expressed, or the party is 
incapable of expressing any, the court considers what is most 
advantageous to him.” So it was said by Grant, M_R., in Forbes 
v. Moffatt (18 Ves. 384), which is the leading case on the subject. 
When, for instance, a tenant for life becomes entitled to a charge, 
it is kept alive, since this is obviously for his benefit (Burrell v. 
Earl of Egremont, 7 Beav., p. 232); but where a tenant in fee 
becomes so entitled, the charge is, in the absence of any other 
circumstances, merged, since there is no reason to keep it alive, 
and the merger clears the title (Donisthorp v. Porter, 2 Eden, p. 
164). 

But in the latter case it is very material to consider whether 
there is any subsequent charge on the inheritance ; for if there 
is, the effect of merger will be to advance this to the position of a 
first charge, and in the event of deficiency, the owner of the 
inheritance loses not only the inheritance, but also his first charge 
or a part of it. Obviously, therefore, it is for his advantage that 
the first charge shall not merge. Of course, if both the charges 
are of the owner's creating, then he is not entitled to this 
advantage. In Ofter v. Vaue (6 D. M. & G. 638) a mortgagor 
created a first and second mortgage, and then bought the land 
from the first mortgagee selling under bis power of sale ; the pur- 
chase money was not sufficient to pay off the first mortgage ; the 
second mortgagee claimed that the mortgagor could not set up 
the first mortgage against him, so that he had stepped into the 
first place, and the claim was allowed. “The general principle,” 
said Cranwor'ru, L.C., “that a mortgagor cannot set up against 
his own incumbrancer any other incumbrance created by himself, 
is a proposition that, I think, has never been controverted.” But 
this principle has no application where the person in whom the 
charge and the land are united is not himself the ereator of the 
charge, and there can then be no objection to his keeping alive 
the charge as a protection against subzequent incumbrances. 
Moreover, since it is for his benefit that the tirst charge shall be 
kept alive, the principle of Forbes v. Moffut (supra) requires that 
this shall be done, and so, no doubt, the law would have been 
settled but for 7oulmin v. Steere (supra), which eut across Forbes v. 





In the House of Commons on the 15th inst., in reply to Mr. C. 
Bathurst, Mr, Herbert Samuel said that under a recent regulation issued | 
by the Registrar-General uncertified deaths were required to be reported | 
to the coroner. The Registrar-General was considering the question of 
what amendments were desirable in the law relating to the registration 
of births, deaths, and marriages, but he was not at present in a position 
to make any statement as to legislation on the subject. Mr. C. 
Bathurst : Do I understand from that answer that the right hon. gentle 
man recognises the fact that these death certificates are given in a very 
unprecise manner by medical practitioners at the present time? Mr. 
Herbert Samuel : I should not be prepared to make any sweeping con- | 
demnation of the manner in which practitioners perform the duties cast | 
upon them, but I have no doubt there are defects in a considerable 
number of cases. j 





Moffiut and introduced an exception based on no sound principle. 
This view, which we have frequently stated, is now supported by 
the authority of Lord HaLpanr,C. “The judgment in Toulmin v. 
Steere,” he said, in the present-case (1914, A. C, p. 144), “bas 
been the subject of much criticism, and the more I have examined 
it, the more difficult have I found it to diseover a principle eon- 
sistently applied.” 

In Toulmin v. Steere, GRANT. M.R, held that “one purchas- 
ing an equity of redemptioncannot set up a prior mortgage of his 
own, nor consequently one which he has got in, against sn —— 
ineumbrances of which he had notice.” The first part of this 
stutement expresses the rule stated in Offer v. Vaux (supre), and 
is corre.t ; the second, in spite of its “consequently,” by no 
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means follows from the first and is without justification, In 
terms, indeed, it is incorrect. A purchaser of the equity of 
redemption who gets in a first mortgage can clearly keep it alive 
if he expressly so declares: Stevens v. Mid-Hants Railway Co. 
(8 Ch. App., p. 1070) ; and the declaration of intention need not be 
express ; it is sufficient if its actual existence can be inferred 
from the terms of the deed by the light of the surrounding 
circumstances (Adams v. Angell, 5 Ch. D., p.647) It is, indeed, 
only where there is no evidence of actual intention to preserve the 
charge that Toulmin v. Steere applies, and then it sieps in to 
prevent the usual presumption of intention from arising, 
founded on a consideration of what is for the benefit of the 
purchaser of the equity of redemption. Beyond this Toulmin v. 
Steere is not to be extended, and the rule comprised in it, as thus 
restricted, has scarcely ever been mentioned without being 
doubted : see Stevens v. Mid-Hants Railway Co. (supra) ; Thorne v. 
Cann (1895, A. C., p. 18); and in Liguidation Estates Purchase 
Co. v. Willoughby (1896, 1 Ch., p. 734) LINDLEY and A. L. 
SmitH, L. JJ., appear to have treated it asno longer law. Never- 
theless in Manks v. Whiteley, Parken, J. (1911, 2 Ch. 448)—to 
whose judgment (pp. 460-462) reference should be made for a 
full discussion of the case—considered that it was still binding in 
courts of first instance if not on the Court of Appeal; and in the 
Court of Appeal (1912, 1 Ch. 735) the Master of the Rolls and 
Bucktey, L.J., considered that it could only be overruled 
by the House of Lords; while Mouton, L.J., was decidedly 
of opinion that it was wrong and ought to be cverruled by the 
Court of Appeal. 

The facts upon which the case depended, stated as shortly as 
possible, were as follows :—OGDEN in 1900 mortgaged the Lower 
Brow farm in Yorkshire to ACKROYD to secure £300 and in 
terest. In 1901 he mortgaged it, subject to the former mort 
gage, to MANks, both mortgages being registered in the proper 
Yorkshire Registry. In 1907 AckKROyYD was pressing for pay- 
ment, and in order to raise the necessary money for this and 
other purposes OGDEN arranged to sell the property to his 
daughter, Mrs WHITELEY, for £450. Mrs. WHITELEY required 
an advance of £300 to enable her to complete the purchase and 
FARRAR agreed to lend the money on taving a first mo. tgage. 
The eame solicitor acted in the matter for OGpEN, Mrs. 
WHITELEY and FarrAR. Farrar handed the £300 to ACKROYD 
and took up the deeds. Somo days later the s licitor comp'eted 
the transaction by means of three deeds: (1) a reconveyance 
dated the 16th of August, 1907, by ACKROYD to OGDEN ; (2) a 
conveyance of the same date by OGpEN to Mrs. WHITELRY ; and 
(3) a legal mortgage dated the 17th of August, 1907, by Mrs. 
WuHiTELey to Farrar. All were registered in Yorkshire or 
28th August. None of these parties except OUDEN were aware 
of the second mortgage to MANks, and the deeds were framed 
on the assumption that there was no second mortgage. 

Clearly when FArrar’s money was applied in paying off 
ACKROYD, FARRAR becime equitable transferee of FARRAR’s 
mortgage (see Butler vy. Rice, 1910,2 Ch. 277). Had the matter 
stopped thore, ACKROYD would have held the legal estate in 
trust for FARRAR, and FARRAR would have retained priority over 
MaNnkKs. But then came the three deeds by which in form the 
first mortgage was extinguished, and a new first mortgage 
—-as the parties supposed—was created ; but this new mortgage, 
although a legal mortgage without notice, was, in fact, post- 
poned to MANKs’ equitable mortgage by virtue of its later 
registration. To prevent this result it was necessary to show 
that Ackroyb’s mortgage had been kept alive in Farrar’s 
favour, and such is the final result, but how the House of Lords 
arrived at it, affirming Parker, J., and reversing the Court of 
Appeal, we must reserve for another article. 

[To be continued. | 

Dr. Waldo, the coroner for the City of London and Southwark, says 
the Zimes, mentions in his annual return that thirty-five fatal accidents 
caused by motor vehicles were inquired into last year. He repeats his 
suggestion of last year that the number of street refuges or islands 
might be still further increased and be placed in the middle of long road- 
ways and between tramlines, as well as at crossings, and the number 
of police stationed at points of traffic might also be multiplied. In all 
Dr. Waldo held 446 public inuests, including six on non-fatal fires 
He states that in the City every eighth and in Southwark every fourth 
inquest is held upon the body of a child under seven years, ~ 








Contractual Liability of Infants. 


It is a well-settled rule of Enghsh law that an infant is not 
liable during infaney for contracts entered into by him, It is 
true that an infant is liable to pay for necessaries supplied to 
him ; but in these cases, as MOULTON, L.J., pointed out in Nash 
v. Inman (1908, 2 K. B. 8), the liability is not really contractual, 
and is only go treated by false analogy. ‘‘ An infant, like a 
lunati*, is incapable of making a contract of purchase in the 
strict sense of the words,” said that learned judge; “but if a 
man satisfies the needs of the infant or lunatic by supplying to 
bim necessaries, the law will imp'y an obligation to pay for the 
services so rendered and will enforce this obligation against the 
estate of the infant or lunatic... . In other words the 
obligation arises ve and not consensu.” In the same way it has 
been argued, and is generally assumed to be good law by bankers, 
that an infant can deposit money with a bank and withdraw it by 
cheque, for although the contractual relation of debtor and 
creditor cannot bind the infant, he can own property, and, if he 
receives the rents or interests therefrom, cannot démand them 
again when of full age (per Lord MANSFIELD in Earl of Bucking- 
hamshire v. Drury, 2 Eden, at p. 72). But, in general, no 
contractual capacity exists either directly or indirectly in an 
infant. 

But the immunity thus conceded to infants ex contractu 
does not apply ex delicto. Where an infant commits a wrong, #.e., 
is guilty of breaking a jus in vem belonging to someone else, he 
can be forced to make compensation to the injured person. Of 
course, the capacity of an infant to commit wrongs is somewhat 
more limited than that of an aduit, since such elements as 
intention, malice, ard negligence enter into many categories 
of torts ; hence an infant’s liab:lity in such cases is more or less 
extended according as he is under seven years of age, be- 
tween seven and fourteen, or above the latter age. But, 
subject to this limitation, an infant who has committed an act 
wrongful either at law or in equity is liable to proceedings— 
in the first case for damages, and in the second case, for an order 
that he shall make what is called equitable restitution. The 
result of this liability is that, in many cases where an infant is 
not liable ex contractu, it is possible to make him lable ex delicto, 
either in an action for tort or by means of proceedings in equity, 
for precisely the very acts which have amounted to a breach of 
contract. An example of each will illustrate the application of 
this principle, and also its limits. 

In the well-known case of Burnard v. Haggis (1863, 14 C. B. 
N.S. 43), a young man under twenty-one hired a horse for 
riding, and in breach of his agreement lent it to a friend, who 
used it for jumping and so injured it. Now he could not be 
made liable ex contractm either to pay for the hire of the horse, 
or for damages arising out of Lis breach of contract ; although, 
we may note in passing, that where an infant does pay money due 
under an unenforceable contract, he cannot recover it (per Lord 
Kenyon in Wilson v. Krause, 2 Peake, 196.) But here he is not 
merely a contractor, he is also a tortfeasor, For, although he came 
lawfully into possession of the horse, his subsequent wrongful user 
of it revoked his bailment or licence on the well known principle 
of trespass ub initio ; he became a trespasser and so liable in tort 
for the injury done to the horse. Again, had the defendant 
merely over-driven the horse, thereby injuring it, he could have 
been made liable ; for such user is inconsistent with the bail- 
ment, and therefore revokes it and makes bim a trespasser. This 
was decided in Walley v. Holt (1876, 35 L. T. 631.) But note 
the limits to this principle. Had the infant merely driven the 
horse too far, instead of making it jump or of overdriving it 
furiously, he could not have been made liable : Jennings v. [un- 
dall (1799, 8 Term Rep. 335). For such negligence is merely a 
contractual negligence ; it is not inconsistent with the bailment, 
and therefore does not operate as a trespass ab initio, It will 
be seen, then, that the essenve of the infant’s liability for tort, 
when the tort is also a breach ef contract, is based on complete 
independence between the tort and the contract. If the tort is 


essentially bound up with the contract, and only arises out of 
negligent performance of it, the infant is not labile. 

xactly the same principle applies to frauds committed by an 
infant, 


If these frauds are independent of contract, then he is 
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‘liable for them as torts. But if he fraudulently induces a person 
to lend him money by representing himself to be of full age, 
with the result that the lender cannot recover bis money under 
the provisions of the Infants’ Relief Act, 1874, then the lender 
cannot sue him in damages for the fraud: Green v. Greenbank, 
(1816, 2 Marsh. 485.) Nor is he estopped by the fraud from 
pleading his infancy in an action founded on contract : Levene v. 
Brougham (53 Souicirors’ JOURNAL, 243; 1909, 25 T. L. R. 265). 
An action in tort when so used is simply an indirect means of en- 
forcing the contract, and therefore is not permissible. If an infant 
is not liable ex confer actu, the mere variation of the action into a 
tortious form does not suffice to make him liable. The gist of 
the action, and not the form, is important. This is illustrate] by 
the contrary rule, that where ar infant has obtained money by 
fraud not e nnected with an unenfores able contract, and is sued 
for it as money bad and received, the action can be successfully 
maintained : Bristow v. Eastman (1 Esp. 173), approved in 2 
Seager (60 L. T. 665), and cited without disapproval in Cowern 
v. Nield (1912, 2 K. B. 419). For here the substance of the 
action is a tort, and the fact that it must be brought by means of 
an indebitatus count, which assumes contract, is a mere legal 
fiction due to the old rules of procedure. 

The rule of equity that an infant can be compelled to make 
* equitable restitution ” for certain frauds, whether or not there 
is a legal tort, is also well settled but somewhat obscure. “ An 
infant,” said KNniGut-Brucer, V.C., in Stikeman v. Dawson (1 De 
(i, & Sm. 90) “ however generally for his own sake protected by 
an incapacity to bind himself by contracts, may be doli capaz in 
a civil sense and for civil purposes in the view of a court of 
equity . . . and may therefore commit a fraud for which 
he may, after his majority, be made civilly answerable 
In what cases a court of equity will thus exert itself, 
however, it is not easy to determine.” A good example of such 
cases is afforded by S/ocks v. /Vtlson (1913, 2 K. B. 235). There 
an infant obtained furniture by representing himself to be of full 
age, and sold part of it for £30 ; Lusu, J., directed him to repay 
this £30 to the person defrauded. Here the infant could not 
have been made liable in tort, because the substance of the claim 
arose out of a contract rendered unenforceable by the Infants’ 
Relief Act ; but he was made liable in equity to restore the pro- 
perty, and since he could not do that, to hand over the proceeds 
of his fraud. 

But the limits to this ill-defined doctrine of ‘ equitable resti- 
tution” are likewise illustrated by a case which has just been 
decided by the Court cf Appeal—/’. Leslie (Limited) v. NShiell 
(reported elsewhere). An infant, by fraudulently representing that 
he was of full age, obtained a loan of £400. He was sued for 
£475, being the principal and interest of the loan, and HORRIDGE, 
J., who tried the case in the first instance, entered judgment 
against him for £100. He did this on the ground that an infant 
cannot be allowed to take advantage of his own fraud. But it 
will be noted that there is a difference between this case and the 
case just referred to before Lusu, J. In the former there was a 
fiduciary relationship between the parties, for the infant had held 
the furniture as bailee, and was therefore constructively a trustee 
for the plaintiffs. Here there is no such relationship, but merely 
that of debtor and creditor. Now the rule of “ equitable restitu- 
tion” only arises when there is some equitable relationship 
between the parties, i.c., some fiduciary relatienship. Hence, 
“equitable restitution” was not applicable to the present case, 
and since the plaintiffs could not recover in tort for the reasons 
given above, nor in contract, because of the Infants’ Relief Act, 
the Court of Appeal entered judgment for the defendant. 


in equity. 


Mr. Charles Marshall Hole, Town Clerk of Tiverton (Devon) since 
1866, and the oldest town clerk in England both in years and length 
of service, says the 7'imes, tendered his resignation to the Tiverton 
Town Council on the 8th inst. Mr. Hole was born in August, 1832. Of 
the members of the Tiverton Town Council at the time of his appoint 
ment, Sir John Heathcoat Amory is the only survivor. Mr. Hole has 


served under nineteen mayors. He was presented in 1910 with the 
freedom of the borough of Tiverton—a distinction he shares with 
Lord Halsbury, Sir John Heathcoat Amory, Mr. John Coles, and the 
late Archbishop Temple. The Town Clerk of Chippenham, Wilts, with 
forty-six years’ service, now becomes the oldest town clerk in England, 
but in Wales the Town Clerk of Aberavon has been in office for fifty 


one years 











Correspondence. 


The Lord Chancellor’s Correction. 
[7 the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I read your remarks on the above subject last week with 
some surprise. 

My idea of “ editing” a speech is to correct the report only if it i: 
not verbally accurate. I cannot subscribe either to inserting the 
things which you would have said, or to leaving out those things 
which you would have left unsaid. Perhaps I am only an old-fashioned 
lawyer and a reader of your excellent paper for many years past. 

C. Urquaart FIsner. 

Cecil House, Holborn Viaduct, E.C., April 14. 

[Weare pleased to insert our correspondent’s criticism, but we 
think this had better close the matter.—Ep, S.J] 








Reviews. 


Landlord and Tenant. 


Tue ReLationsnte oF LANDLORD AND TENANT. By Epear Foa, 

Barrister-at-law. Fifth Edition. Stevens and Haynes. 30s. 

On its first appearance Mr. Foa’s book very speedily established 
its reputation as a careful, accurate, and comprehensive statement 
ot the law of landlord and tenant, and the successive editions which 
have been called for have well maintained this reputation. The 
last edition was issued in 1907, so that the present has had to take 
account of some important statutes—the Law of Distress Amend 
ment Act, 1908, the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908, and the land 
lord and tenant sections of the Housing, Town Planning, «&ec., Act, 
1909. The extension of the Jandlord’s liability to repair under the 
last Act is stated at p. 149, and reference is made to the decision 
last year in Ryall v. Kidwell (1913, 2 K. B. 123), under which the 
doctrine of Cavalier v. Pope (1906, A. C. 428) was applied to the 
statutory liability, and it was held that only the tenant himself, and 
not a member of his family, could take advantage of it. It may be 
noticed that the title of this statute is not given, as with 
other statutes, in the Table of Cases, and hence it is 
possible to miss it; in fact we did so at first on looking 
for it. But in such a subject as the present, development of 
the law by judicial decision is, perhaps, even more important 
than by statute, and among the most important of the recent deci- 
sions is Lurcott v. Wakely (1911, 1, K. B. 905), in which the Court 
of Appeal qualified the dictum of Tindal, C. J., in Gutteridge v. 
Munyard (1 Moo. & R. 334), that the tenant is not liable for dimi- 
nution in the value of the premises due to the lapse of time, and 
re-enunciated the exteut of his duty under a covenant to repair. Mr. 
Foa has neatly woven this in with the older authorities at pp. 220, 
221. Few parts of the law of landlord and tenant are more inter 
esting and important than the doctrine of covenants running with the 
land—with the reversion on the one hand and with the term on the 
other—and this, together with the allied doctrine of equitable lia 
bility by reason of notice, is well covered on pp. 407-416. One of 
the most important of the recent cases in this connection is Dewar 
v. Goodman (1909, A. C. 72), where a covenant by the under lessor in 
an underlease to indemnify the underlessee against breach of coven- 
ants in the head lease relating to premises other than those under- 
leased was held to be collateral, and therefore not to run with the 
land. Mr. Foa’s new edition has been very carefully prepared. 








Book of the Week. 


Hire-Purchase Agreements.—Hire-Purchase System: A 
Practical Manual for Lawyers and Hire Traders. By Wittiam H. 
RussELL, Solicitor. Fifth Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
7s. 6d. 

Case and Comment.—The Lawyer's Magazine, April, 1914. 
The Lawyers Co-operative Publishing Co., Rochester, N.Y. 5c. 

The Law Quarterly Review.—April, 1914. Edited by 
Sir FrepertcK Pottock, Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 5s, net. 








Roya ExcHancre Assvurancr.—At a court of directors held on the 
15th inst. the directors decided to recommend the General Court to 
declare a further dividend of 6 per cent., free of income tax, making 
10 per cent. for the year 1913, 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


R. LESLIE (LIM.) v. SHIELL. 17th March ; 6th April. 
[NFANT—CONTRACT—FRAUDULENT MISREPRESENTATION AS TO AGE—LOAN 
OBTAINED FROM MONEY-LENDER BY INFANT—ACTION TO RecOVER LOAN 
AS DAMAGES FOR FRAUDULENT MISREPRESENTATION OR AS MoNEY Hap 
AND ReceIVED—UNENFORCEABILITY OF CONTRACT. 
The defendant, an infant, obtained a loan from the plaintiffs, wha 
were registered money-lenders, by representing to them that he was of 


full. age. 





principle of restitution. ; 
Held, that to uphold the decision below would amount to enforcing 
a void contract, and, therefore, that the defendant was entitled to judg- 
ment, 
Appeal by the defendant from a judgment of Horridge, J., after the 


Horridge, J., gave judgment for the plaintiffs on the ground | 
that the defendant was liable to refund the money on the equitable | 





trial of the action with a common jury (reported 29 T. L. R. 554). | 


The plaintiffs, who were money-lenders, sought to recover two sums of 
£200 each advanced in December, 1911, to the defendant, with £75 in- 
terest. The evidence was that the defendant in 1911 was taken to the 
office of the plaintiffs, who were registered money-lenders, and he applied 
to them fora loan. Asked as to his age and for his certificate of birth, 
the defendant replied that he was twenty-two years of age, and that it 
would take time to procure the certificate, as he was born in Ceylon. 
Both assertions were false, for he was born at Brighton, and was only 
nineteen years of age. The plaintiffs on discovering that he was a 
minor sought to recover the amount advanced either as damages for 
fraudulent misrepresentations, or alternatively as money had and re- 
ceived. The jury found that the plaintiffs were induced to make the 
advances by the fraudulent misrepresentation that he was of age, and 
the learned judge, upon further consideration, gave judgment for the 
plaintiffs for £400, holding that they had an equitable remedy against 
the ‘‘ infant ’”’ by which he could be ordered to make restitution for his 
fraud. The defendant appealed. 

Tue Court, having taken time to consider, gave judgment, allowing 
the appeal. 

Lord SuMNER, in dealing with the evidence, said the defendant suc- 
ceeded in deceiving the money-lenders by telling them a lie about his 
age, and so got them to lend him £400 on the faith of his being an 
adult. Perhaps they were simpler than money-lenders mostly were, or 
perhaps the defendant looked unusually mature. At any rate, when 
they awoke to the fact that they could not enforce their bargain, they 
sought to recover the £400 paid, charging the defendant with fraud, 
and he did not now complain of the verdict. It was not a pretty story 
to begin life with, and one might have expected the appellant's chief 
anxiety would have been to live it down, but money was money, and 
his lordship supposed that £400 was more than the defendant cared to 
pay or repay, if he could manage to avoid it. Accordingly he appealed, 
and contended that there was no power of law under which the plain 
tiffs could get their money back. He thought it clear that the first 
claim for damages, based on fraud, whereby the plaintiffs had been in- 
duced to make and act upon an unforceable contract, failed, because, 
although an infant might be liable in tort generally, he was not answer- 
able for a tort directly connected with a contract which, as an infant, he 
would be entitled to avoid. 
ceived to the plaintiffs’ use, there were at least two answers. The 
infancy itself was an answer before 1874 at common law, and the 
Infants’ Relief Act, 1874, was an answer now. Then came the propo- 
sition which applied to the present case, and was open to challenge : 
“Tf he has obtained money he can be compelled to refund 
it.” Lush, J., in Stock v. Wilson (1913, K. B. 235) thought 
that the fundamental principle in Re King, Ex parte Unity 
Joint Stock Mutual Banking Association (3 De G. & J. 63) was a 
liability to account for the money obtained by the fraudulent represen- 
tation, and that in the case before him there must be a similar liability 
to account for the proceeds of the sale of the goods obtained by this 
fraud. If this were the ratio decidendi, though he had great difficulty 
in seeing what liability to account there could be, and certainly none 
was named in /?e King, the decision was distinguishable from the present 
case, and was independent of the above dictum, and he need express no 
opinion about it. In the present case there was clearly no accounting. 
There was no fiduciary relation. The money was paid over in order 
to be used as the defendant’s own, and he had so used it and, he sup- 
posed, spent it. There was no question of tracing it, no possibility of 
restoring the very thing got by the fraud, nothing but compulsion 
through a personal judgment to pay an equivalent sum out of his present 
or future resources; in a word, nothing but a judgment in debt to 
repay the loan. He thought this would be nothing but enforcing a 
void contract. So far as he could find, the Court of Chancery never 
would have enforced liability in circumstances like the present any more 
than a court of law would have done so, and he thought that no ground 
c@uld be found for the present judgment which would be an answer to 
the Infants’ Relief Act. The appeal therefore succeeded, and judgment 
must be entered for the defendant. He would have the costs of the 
appeal on which he succeeded, and also of the further consideration 
before Horridge, J., where he ought to have succeeded. Further than 
this there would be no costs of the action, but as the defendant was 
charged with frau@ and found guilty of it he must pay the costs of the 
action on that issue. P 


| Bebb vy. 


Kennepy, L.J., and Lawrence, J., read judgments to the like effect.— 
CounseL, Harry Dobb, for the defendant; J. B. Matthews, K.C., for 
the plaintiffs. Soxicrrors, Dresser & Karl; M. A. Jacobs, 

[Reported by Enskings Rein, Barrister-at-Law.] 


GATESHEAD CORPORATION v. LUMSDEN. No.2. 10th March. 
RevVeNuE—INCOME-TAX—DeEDUCTION FROM INTEREST—DeEBr DUE FROM 

FRONTAGER FOR MAKING uP Roaps—Incomre Tax Acr, 1853 (16 & 17 

Vict. c. 34), s. 40. 

Some years ago a highway authority claimed from the defendant 
a sum due from him as frontager for the apportioned expenses of mak- 
ing up of certain roads. The apportionment was not disputed, but 
the money was not paid. Subsequently a fresh claim was made for 
payment, with interest at the statutory rate of 5 per cent. per annum. 
The defendant claimed to deduct income tax from the interest. 

Held, that the capital sum due from a frontager was a simple debt, 
enforceable at any time, and income tax in respect of the statutory in- 
terest payable on it, if time were given, could not be deducted by him 
under section 40 of the Income Tax Act, 1853. 

Appeal by the defendant from a judgment of Rowlatt, J., at the 
Newcastle Assizes. In the action the corporation claimed to recover 
from the defendant money in respect of the cost of making up roads 
upon which the defendant was a frontager. The account was not dis- 
puted, nor the interest due thereon, the only question being whether 
the defendant was entitled to deduct income tax from the amount pay- 
able. The corporation had agreed to give the defendant time so long 
as he paid 5 per cent. on the outstanding balance, and it seemed that 
they had not asked for payment, although some six years had. passed. 
When the fresh claim was made the defendant tendered the full 
amount, with interest, but deducted income tax. This being refused, 
he paid the amount tendered into court. Rowlatt, J., gave judgment 
for the plaintiff, following Goslings and Sharpe v. Blake (23 Q. B. D. 
324) and Fe Cooper (1911, 2 K. B. 550, reported sub nom., Re Boulter, 
Ex parte Manchester and Liverpool District Banking Co, (55 Soxtct- 
ToRS’ JOURNAL, 554). The defendant appealed. Without hearing 
counsel for the respondents, 

Lord SumMNER, in giving judgment, said that the point in the case 
was a short one. The appellant was the owner of property at Gates- 
head, and had been charged by the corporation as the local authority 
with the principal of the apportioned share of the expenses, which 
fell upon him as one of the frontagers. It was not disputed that 
the local authority were entitled to give the defendant time, and that 
money outstanding carried the statutory interest of 5 per cent. per 
annum. It was contended by the defendant’s counsel, who relied on 
Bunny (1 K. & J. 216, per Page-Wood, V.C., at p. 219), 
that the principle of non-allowance of income tax on interest applied 
only to cases where either the period of the advance was less than 
a year or there was a running account. Under section 40 of the 
Income Tax Act, 1853, the tax was deductable in every other case, 
and the arrangement between the parties was analogous to a mort- 
gage where the principal money, although it could be called in after 


|a short stated period, in fact remained at interest so long as the 


| interest was paid. 


It was argued that the money here outstanding 
might well be regarded as as an investment for the corporation, 
because they received 5 per cent. upon their money, as against the 


| 3-or 4 per cent. they themselves paid on local loans, and that while 


the corporation could deduct income tax from the interest they had 


| to pay, it was unreasonable that the defendant should have to pay, 


As to the claim for money had and re- | 





without deducting the tax. His lordship said the evidence here merely 
shewed that the corporation had given the defendant time to pay 
a sum of money due. He did not say they were bound by fe 
Cooper (55 Soxtctrors’ Journat, 554; 1911, 2 K. B. 550), and he 
thought it might) even be distinguished from the present case; but 
applying the principle on which it was decided, he was unable to see 
how this transaction was a loan. There was no agreement to lend 
either for a long or a short period, but merely a forbearance on the 
part of the corporation to put in suit remedies for a debt the pay- 
ment of which might have been enforced at any moment, or might 
have been repaid by the debtor, but until paid was to carry interest 
at law. Although that interest was calculated on an annual figure, the 
debt remained a simple debt, which for practical purposes was well 
secured by right of entry and seizure given by the statute, and its 
character was not altered because by statute the debt was to carry 
interest. He was, therefore, of opinion that, on the facts as they stood, 
the defendant had failed to discharge the burden of shewing that he 
was entitled to deduct income tax from the interest he paid under 
section 40 of the Act of 1853. He carefully refrained from saying 
anything as to what might have been the position of the defendant 
had he been able to shew that there was a recognized practice of putting 
out the corporation’s money at interest. The case would then have 
been different altogether. The appeal would be dismissed, with costs. 
Kennepy, L.J., and LAWRENCE, agreed. Order accordingly. 
—Covunsexn, for the appellant, Ryde, K.C., and Newbolt ; for the re- 
spondents, Danckwerts, K.C., and Lowenthal. Soricrtors, Graham 
Gordon; Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, for W. Swinburne, Gateshead. 
[Reported by Ensxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MORISON v. LONDON COUNTY AND WESTMINSTER BANK, 
No. 3. 8th April. 
BANKER—CHEQUE—SIGNATURE PER PRO—PAYMENT BY AGENT OF 
Cuegues into His Private AccouNT—RATIFICATION BY PRINCIPAL— 
Liapitity or BANK—Bitts or Excuance Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. 


c. 61), ss. 25, 82. 
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In 1888 the plaintiff gave the National Provincial Bank written 
authority to pay all cheques drawn by A., his manager, per pro the 
plaintiff. In 1907 A. opened a private account with the defendants, and 
im fraud 7 | the plaintiff he drew cheques on the National Provincial 
Bank per pro the plaintiff payable to himself, and paid them into his 
private account, from Vay, 1907, to November, 1911, fifty cheques 
had been so drawn and paid by A, into his private account. 

Held, that, with respect to the cheques drawn during 1907 and 1908 
the defendants did not but that the plaintiff 
had ratified the acts of A. 


Held, also, that with re spect to the cheque s drawn during the years 
1909 1911 the defendants ou ght not to be deprived of the protection of 
the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, section 82. 

Decision of Coleridge, J., 


This was an appeal from a decision of Coleridge, J. (reported 57 
Soricrrors’ Journau, 427). The facts and arguments of the case suffi 
ciently appear in the judgment given by the Lord Chief Justice. 

Lord Reapine, C.J rhe plaintiff brought his action to recover 
damages for the conversion of fifty cheques drawn upon the National 
Provincial Bank for his account, or for money had and received by the 
defendants to his use. At the trial Coleridge, J., gave judgment for 
the plaintiff, and the defendants now appeal from that judgment. The 
plaintiff carried on business in the name of Bruce Morison & Co. In 
1888 he gave authority to one H, Abbott in his employment to draw 
cheques for the purpose of the plaintiff's business on the banking account 
of Bruce Morison & Co., at the National Provincial Bank, and to sign 
them ‘‘per pro Bruce Morison & Co., H. Abbott,’ and the plaintiff 
gave written directions to the bank to honour cheques so signed. From 
1888 to 1911 Abbott signed cheques per pro which were duly honoured. 
In 1900 the plaintiff appointed him manager of the business, and he 
acted as such until the end of 1911. About January, 1912, the plaintiff 
discovered that Abbott had fraudulently applied cheques drawn per 
pro to his own use. In June, 1905, Abbott had opened a private bank 
ing account in his own name at the defendants’ bank, and from May, 
1907, until November, 1911, fifty cheques drawn per pro were paid 
by Abbott into the defendants’ bank, all of which, with the exception 
of two, were crossed Che sums were collected by the defendants from 
the National Provincial Bank, and the plaintiff's account was duly 
debited with the same. Upon these facts the plaintiff is, in my judg- 
ment, entitled primd facie to recover the sum claimed. Lord Ellen 
borough, in W’Combie v. Davies (6 East, 540) said, ‘‘ A man is guilty of 
conversion who takes my property by assignment from another who 
has no authority to dispose of it, for what is that but assisting that 
other in carrying his wrongful act into effect?’’ This principle has 
been frequently applied in actions to recover the proceeds of cheques 


act without negligt nee, 


reversed, 


or other negotiable instruments for the payment of money collected by a 
bank without authority : see Gordon v. London City and Midland Bank 
(1902, 1 K. B. 264) and Fine Ax Society v. Union Bank (17 Q. B. D. 
705). In the present case the defendants were not mere intermediaries, 
but became the holders of the cheques when they were issued to them 
by Abbott. It is not disputed that they received them in good faith, 
but it is contended that they received them from a person who had no 
authority to draw them. The cheques were at all times, till issued, the 
property of the plaintiff, and were never the property of Abbott, who 


had no account at the National Provincial Bank, and was only in 


possession of the cheques as manager. When he signed them per pro 
the plaintiff was the true owner, and Abbott had no authority to pay 
them into his banking account. The defendants’ right to retain the 
money must depend upon Abbott's title, and if such title was invalid 
then upon the protection of section 82 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 


1882. In my judgment the defendants’ title to the cheques was defec- 
tive, and they are liable to the plaintiff for conversion of his property. 
The plaintiff has lost the sums which the defendants have wrongfully 
received, and the plaintiff is therefore entitled to recover damages : 
Capital and Counti Rank v. Gordon (1903, A. C. 240), North and 
South Wales Bank v. Macheth (1908, A. C. 137). The plaintiff further 
contends that the signatures per pro were forgeries, and that therefore 
the cheques were nullities, and the defendants could not retain the pro 
ceeds, and that all the necessary elements of a statutory forgery under 
24 & 25 Vict. c. 98, s. 24, were present. I cannot accept this 
contention. If, as is admitted, the National Provincial Bank were 
bound to honour the cheques, these were valid instruments for that pur- 
pose, and if so they cannot be forgeries in the hands of the defendants. 
In my opinion the statute mentioned does not make it a forgery if a 
genuine signature is affixed by a person who indicates on the face of 
the document that he signs per pro, notwithstanding that the authority 
so to sign has been fraudulently used. The defendants set up a defence 
based upon the protection afforded by section 82 of the Bills of Exchange 
Act, 1882, to bankers who collect payment of cheques for their customers 
if the bankers have acted in good faith and without negligence. The de- 
fendants’ good faith is not questioned, but it is contended that they 
did not act without negligence. Coleridge, J., being of opinion that 
section 25 must be read with section 82, came to the conclusion that 
the defendants were put upon inquiry by the mere fact that the cheques 
bore a signature per pro, and that, as the defendants failed to make 
inquiry, they cannot be held to have acted without negligence. I do 
not agree with that view of the effect of section 25. Section 82 only 
comes into operation when a banker receivés payment of the proceeds 
for his customer, and therefore when the cheque has been honoured. 
The effect of section 25 is that, notwithstanding the negotiable character 
of the instrument and the obligation on the signatory to such an instru- 











ment to holders~and notwithstanding the authority given by the prin- 
cipal to the agent to sign negotiable instruments per pro so as to bind 
the principal, the principal is not liable on the instrument even to a 
holder in due course if the agent in so signing the cheque has exceeded 
the actual limits of his authority. The principal in such circumstances, 
and before the instrument is honoured, could refuse to pay the cheque 
or bill upon presentation, and would have a good defence to a claim 
even when made by a holder in due course. | agree with Coleridge, 
J., that this section is declaratory of the common law (see Stagg v. 
Kiliott, 31 L. J. C. P. 260), but it does not, in my judgment, extend 
beyond it or alter it. When a bill so signed in excess of authority has 
been honoured, section 25 does not confer a right to recover the pro 
ceeds. If such a right exists in a particular case it must be found 
elsewhere. Nevertheless, the fact that the signature to the cheques is 
made per pro and is not the signature of the principal is not to be en 
tirely disregarded. In my opinion, when considering whether the bank 
has acted without negligence, it is to be borne in mind with other facts 
and circumstances. It is also to be observed that Coleridge, J., did not 
rely exclusively upon his view of section 25, for he refers to the pay 
ment in of these cheques by the agent to his private account as another 
circumstance, which should have caused the bank to make inquiries. 
With reference to the earlier transactions in 1907 and 1908, I agree with 
Coleridge, J., that the defendants did not act without negligence. The 
proceeds of six cheques were collected in these two years for Abbott 
by the defendants. The first was an uncrossed cheque, to which section 
82 does not apply. The next three were drawn to “ selves or order,” 
and endorsed by Abbott per pro. The other two were made payable 
to ‘‘ Abbott or order,’’ and were endorsed by Abbott. The defendants 
knew that Abbott was manager to the firm, and his signature was 
express notice that he was acting as agent. Different considerations 
apply, however, to the collection of the later cheques issued in 1909, 
1910, and 1911. No question had been raised in reference to the cheques 
paid into Abbott’s account in the preceding two years, and any doubt 
or suspicion which the defendants ought to have had of these earlier 
transactions would have disappeared by this time. When we are asked 
to find, as a fact, that the defendants were negligent, it is necessary 
to consider all the circumstances, and, in my judgment, as these trans 


| actions were only repetitions of those of the previous years, which had 


passed unchallenged, the defendants should not be deprived of the pro- 
tection of the statute. In my judgment, therefore, the defendants are 
not liable in respect of the 43 crossed cheques. during the three later years. 
For the defendants it was contended that upon the facts proved, and 
even assuming they had been negligent in not making inquiries, they 
were not liable, because the plaintiff had ratified the acts of Abbott. 
[His lordship then considered the evidence, and continued]: I have 


| come, therefore, to the conclusion on the facts that the plaintiff must 


be held to have ratified the transactions of Abbott, and that the plain 
tiff’s claim in respect of the cheques for 1907 and 1908 and the uncrossed 
cheque for 1909 failed. The principle in London and River Plate Bani 
v. Bank of Liverpool (1896, 1 Q. B. 7), and not that in Holland v. Russell 
(4 B. & S. 14), covered this case. The appeal would be allowed, with 
costs. 

Buckiey, L.J., and Purttimmore, L.J., also delivered judgments, 
allowing the appeal.—Counset, Sir P. Finlay, K.C., and R. A. Wright; 
(freer, K.C., Bartley Denis and Christie. Soxtic1tors, Donald 
MeMillan & Mott; Fraser & Christian. 

(Reported by 8. E. W111ums, Barrster-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re D’EPINOIX’S SETTLEMENT. D’EPINOIX v. FETTES. 
Warrington, J. 12th March, 


Trust—INVESTMENT—DISCRETION OF TRUSTEES—INQUIRY AS TO CoON- 
TINUING INVESTMENTS—R.S.C., 1883, Orv. LV., RR. 3, 12. 

The trustees of a settlement having advanced money on mortgage on 
two separate securities, one of which had depreciated in value, the 
tenant for life asked the court to direct inquiries to be made as to 
whether the mortgages were proper to be continued as investments. 

Held, that the court ought to direct the inquiries to be made. 


This originating summons was taken out under ord. 55, r. 3, by 
a tenant for life against the trustees of the settlement and infant re- 
mainderman, asking for inquiries to be made whether certain mort- 
gages taken by the trustees were proper to be continued as investments 
of the trust funds, or whether they ought to be called in, and that, 
as far as might be necessary, the trusts of the settlement might be 
executed by the court. The settlement conferred on the trustees 
powers of investment, including power to invest on real, copyhold, 
leasehold, or chattel real securities, to be exercised with the consent of 
the tenant for life during her lifetime, and after her death, at the 
discretion of the trustees, with a similar power of varying investments. 
The property on which the money had been advanced on mortgage con- 
sisted, in one case, of two shops let at £60 each, and in the other of 
suburban houses let at from £42 to £26 each. In each case the trustees 
had advanced two-thirds of the amount of the valuation, and, accord- 
ing to a recent valuation, the property comprised in one of the mort- 
gages was now of considerably less value than at the time of the invest- 
ment. Each investment had been made with the consent of the tenant 
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for life; and the trustees opposed the inquiries on the ground that the 
matter was one entirely in the discretion of the trustees, and that it was 
contrary to the settled practice of the court to interfere with the honest 
exercise of their discretion by trustees who were willing to exercise it. 

WaRRINGTON, J., said that in his opinion he ought to direct the 
inquiries to be made. He could see no reason why the trustees should 
object to such inquiries, since no accusation of breach of trust was 
made against them. It was contended that the matter was entirely 
within the discretion of the trustees, and that it was not the practice 
of the court to interfere with that discretion. But it was clear that, if 
the court made an order for the execution of the trusts of the settle 
ment, it would direct these inquiries as a matter of course. It seemed 
to him to follow that under the provisions of ord. 55, r. 3, the court 
had the same power to direct the inquiries without making a general 
order for the execution of the trusts. He therefore directed that 
inquiries be made whether the mortgages were proper to be continued 
as investments of the trust funds.—CounseLt, (/auson, K.C., and 
Pollock; Terrell, K.C., Errington, and- Stokes. Soricrrors, Crosse & 
Sons; Cooper, Baker, Roche, & Fettes. 

[Reported by J. B. C. TrecarTHen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re HARRIS’ CALCULATING MACHINE CO. SUMNER v. THE 
COMPANY. Astbury, J. 13th March. 


ComPpaANy—DeEBENTURE—-ConDITIONS— UNAUTHORIZED BoRROWING—TIME 
AND Pace ror Payment oF PrRincrpaL—DeEFravLtT IN PAYMENT OF 
INTEREST—CONDITION PRECEDENT—PLEADING—R. §S. C., orp. 19, RB. 
14. 

Where a condition in a debenture was that, if notice in writing wus 
served requiring payment off, and default was made in payment of the 
principal and interest or of part thereof for three days, the principal 
moneys became immediately payable; and where there was another 
condition that the principal moneys secured by the debenture would be 
paid at Lloyds Bank, Strand, . 

Held, not a good objection that the money did not become due till 
demand had been made for payment at Lloyds Bank, Strand. 

Where there was power to borrow up to £3,000, and each of three 
guarantors gave a cheque for £1,000, and received a debenture for 
£1,000, and the overdraft at the company’s bankers was about £3,000, 
and the cheques were paid into the bank to discharge such overdraft, 

Hdd, not a good objection that the issue of such debentures was 
ultra vires the powers of the company as exceeding the limit, because 
the cheques were clearly being given with the object of being applied 
in reduction of the overdraft. 

Re Wrexham, Mold, and Connah’s Quay Railway Co. (1899, 1 Ch. 
440) applied. 

Quaere : Whether such objections should not in fact be pleaded under 
ord. 19, r. 14. . 

The company, which was incorporated in 1910, was empowered by 
its memorandum to issue debentures. By the articles of association the 
amount which the directors might borrow for the purposes of the com- 
pany was limited to £2,000, but this limit was raised to £3,000 by a 
resolution of the company on the 13th of August, 1911. On the 17th 
of July, 1911, the plaintiff and two others gave the company‘s bank a 
joint and several guarantee of the company’s overdraft up to £3,000, 
and the company on the same day agreed to issue debentures to the 
guarantors if and when they should be called on to pay any money 
under the guarantee. On the 17th day of June, 1913, the overdraft 
being then about £3,000, each of the three guarantors gave to the 
company a cheque for £1,000, which was paid into the bank, and dis- 
charged the overdraft. On the following 16th of July the company 
issued to each of the guarantors a debenture for £1,000 and interest, 
which was stated to be one of a series of 3,000, payable pari passu, and 
subject. to the following, among other, conditions :—Condition 3 : “‘ The 
principal moneys hereby secured shall immediately become payable in 
any of the following events: (a) If the registered holder shall serve 
notice in writing upon the company requiring payment of the principal 
moneys and interest (if any), and the company has made default in 
payment of such principal moneys and interest, or of part thereof, for 
three days after such service.’ Condition 12: ‘*The principal 
moneys secured by this debenture will be paid at Lloyds Bank (Limited), 
299. Strand. or other the comnanv’s bankers for the time being on 
presentation of this debenture.”” Subsequently two of the guarantors 
served the company with notice to pay off the principal and interest 
due on their debentures. The company made default for three days. 
and accordingly this representative action was commenced for the usual 
accounts and payments. Counsel for the company objected (1) that 
there had been no default, because no demand had been made at Lloyds 
Bank, Strand. and in support of this proposition relied on Thorn v. 
City Rice Mills (1889, 40 Ch. D. 357) and Re Escalera Silver Lead 
Minina Co. (1908. 25 T. L. R. 87); (2) that the issue of the debentures 
was ultra vires, because they were in fact issued for cash paid to the 
company independently of the bank balance, so that for a time the in 
debtedness of the company exceeded the limit. Counsel for the deben- 
ture holders relied on ord. 19. r. 14, and said it was too late now to 
take that objection. They also referred to Re Wrexham, Mold, and 
Connah's Quay Railway Co. (1899, 1 Ch. 440). 


: oh PRINCE ALEXANDER OF —— , 
7 ; iption: Jonations for 
earnestly appeals for Subscriptions anc A 
‘rhe Middlesex Hospital, London, W. 


Astsury, J., after stating the facts, said’: The first point raised by 
the defendants is that no demand has been made at Lloyds Bank. T 
do not think the cases cited apply to this case. Lloyds Bank was the 
place fixed for the payment of the principal only. “Those were cases 
where a special place was appointed for payment of interest as well as 
principal. Default was made in payment of the interest by inadver- 
tence. The company were able and willing to pay, and no demand 
had been made at all. In the present case the place was fixed for pay- 


; ment of principal only, and not interest. Demand had been made 


——y— 





under condition 3a for payment of principal and interest, and, apart 
from the question of whether that is a sufficient demand for the prin- 
cipal, it is plain that there has been default in payment of interest 
within the three days, and such default makes the principal payable. 
I am not satisfied that ord. 19, r. 14, does not apply in this case; 
and, if so, the plaintiff should have pleaded the condition precedent 
on which he relied. On the second point, in my judgment the cheque 
was given with the object of its being applied in reduction of the over- 
draft. The case of Re Wrexham, Mold, and Connah’s Quay Railway 
Co. (1899, 1 Ch. 440) shews that where the liabilities of a company are 
not really added to, there is no real transgression of the principal on 
which the borrowing power is limited. I accordingly hold that the 
plaintiff is entitled to the usual order.—Counser, Mirklem, K.C., and 
Fairfax Luxmoore ; Sir Charles Macnaghten, K.C., and R. H. Hodge. 
Souicirors, Mawby, Mawby, & Morris; Julius A. White. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


RICHMOND v, BRANSON & SON. Warrington, J. 27th Feb. 


PRACTICE—STRIKING Out PLEADINGS—ACTION BY LUNATIC NOT 80 
Founp By Next Frienp—Issugz or Sanity oF PLarntirF RAISED BY 
DrEFENCE—RULES OF THE SUPREME Court, 1883, orp. 25, R. 4. 

An action being brought by a person of unsound mind, not so found 
by inquisition, by her next friend, to recover documents in the hands 
of the defendants, and the defendants by their defence alle ging that the 
plaintiff was not of unsound mind, and that they held the documents 
on her behalf. 

Held, that the issue of the sanity of the plaintiff, or the authority 
of her represe ntatives, could not be raised on the pleadings. 


By an order in lunacy, dated the 18th of June, 1913, G. M. Wright 
was appointed a receiver of the rents and profits and income of the 
property of Miss M. M. Richmond, a person of unsound mind, not so 
found. In 1913 Messrs, Branson & Son, a firm of solicitors, who had 
in their possession certain deeds and documents relating to the property, 
were applied to on behalf of Miss Richmond to deliver them up to the 
receiver. Upon the refusal of Messrs. Branson & Son to deliver up the 
documents this action was brought in the name of Miss Richmond, 
described as ‘‘a person of unsound mind, not so found by inquisition,” 
by G. R. Wright, her next friend, for the delivery up of the documents 
to the receiver. In the statement of claim it was alleged that the 
plaintiff was and for many years had been a person of unsound mind. 
Messrs. Branson & Son, in their defence, stated that they did not admit 
that either at the time when the documents came into their possession, 
or at any time since, the plaintiff was, or that she now was, a person 
of unsound mind, and further, that they held the documents for Miss 
Richmond, and that she alleged that during the period in question 
she was, and still was, of full mental capacity and soundness of mind, 
This was a motion on behalf of the plaintiff, under ord. 25, r. 4, 
and also under the inherent jurisdiction of the court, that so much of 
the defence as did not admit that the plaintiff was uf unsound mind, 
and as was inconsistent with her being of unsound mind, might be 
struck out as frivolous and "vexatious, and as an abuse of the process 
of the court. 

WarRRINGTON, J., said that the defendants set up an issue in the 
action whether or not the plaintiff was of unsound mind; in other words, 
they disputed the authority of the solicitors instructed by the next 
friend, and of the authority of the next friend himself to bring the 
action. That was not an issue which it was competent for the 
defendants to raise at the trial. If the plaintiff’s solicitors were acting 
without the authority of the plaintiff, either the plaintiff or the 
defendants were entitled to have the action summarily stayed, and to 
make the solicitors pay the costs of it as between solicitors and client. 
There was no distinction in principle between the case of an action 
brought by a lunatic by his next friend and that of an action brought 
by an infant by his next friend. The only question was as to the 
authority of the next friend. It was competent to either the plaintiff 
herself—namely, the person presumed to be non compos mentis—or the 
defendants to put a summary end to the proceedings which had been 
brought by the next friend if in fact unauthorized, and in that case 
he would be liable to pay the costs. But the real question was as to the 
authority of the solicitors. Was that an issue that could be raised as 
a relevant issue at the trial? No authority had been cited in support 
of the contention that it was. Business could not be carried on if one 
could not assume the authority of the solicitor unless and until it was 
shewn, by proceedings in proper form, not to exist. The defendants, 
by alleging a lack of authority on the part of the plaintiff’s solicitors 
to institute the action, were raising an issue which it was not competent 
for them to raise in answer to the claim, and on that ground the action 
was, in his opinion, an undefended action. The parts of the defence 
complained of must be struck out, and judgment given for the plaintiff. 
CounseL. Clauson, K.C., and Manning; Terrell, K.C., and Gover. 
Soricrtors, Boyce & Evans; Taylor, Stanbury, d Co. 

[Reported by J. B. C. Treainruen, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Jie PALFREEBMAN. THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. PALFREEMAN. 
Sargant, J., for Neville, J. 4th March, 


Witt—Lecacy to Cxitp wHen Sue ArraineD T WENTY-THREE—LEGATEE 
ATTAINING THAT AGE BEFORE DeatH or TesTATOR—DATE FROM WHICH 
INTEREST PAYABLE. 

Where legacies were to be paid to a testator’s children on their attain- 
ing twenty-three, and a child attained twenty-three during the testator’s 
lifetime, it was held that such child was not entitled to interest on such 
legacy from the date of the testator’s death, but only after the expira- 
tion of one year therefrom according to the ordinary rule. 

Pickwick rv. Gibbes (1839, 1 Bear. 271) and Coventry v. 
(1844, 14 Sim. 3), dissented from. 

This was an adjourned summons as to the construction of a will and 
as to whether certain legacies to children carried interest from the 
testator’s death or only after the expiration of one year therefrom. 
The testator, who died in 1901, by his will gave his residuary estate 
upon trust in the first place to pay his wife during her life an annuity 
of £120 per annum (increased by a codicil to £200 per annum), and 
to pay the sum of £2,000 to each of his three sons and £1,000 to each 
of his four daughters as and when they respectively attained the age 
of twenty-three yeats, and to accumulate the residue of his trust estate 
during the life of his wife and until his youngest child should attain 
the age of twenty-three years, and after the happening of those events 
to pay the further sum of £1,000 to each of his daughters then living, 
and to the issue of any of them who might have died in the meantime, 
such issue tc take their deceased parent’s share only as and when they 
respectively attained the age of twenty-one years, and to pay and 
divide the residue thereof equally between his sons then living and 
the issue of any of them who might have died in the meantime, such 
issue taking their deceased parent’s share only as and when they 
respectively attained the age of twenty-one years. The testator left a 
considerable estate, and in 1912 the Public Trustee was appointed sole 
trustee of his will and codicil. All the seven children of the testator 
survived him and attained the age of twenty-three years. Two of them, 
the eldest son and the eldest daughter, attained that age in the testator’s 
lifetime. Counsel for the eldest son and the eldest daughter contended 
that their legacies carried interest from the testator’s death, and relied 
on Pickwick v. Gibbes (1839, 1 Beav. 271) and Coventry v. Higgins 
(1844, 14 Sim. 30). Counsel for the residuary legatee cited Jarman on 
Wills (6th ed., volume 2, at p. 1110), where the author gave his reasons 
for adversely criticising those two cases and dissenting from the 
decisions given in them. He contended that in such a case as this the 
exception in favour of children to the general rule as to legacies carrying 
interest only after the expiration of one year from the testator’s death 
did not apply since the testator had himself inferentially excluded it. 

Saraant, J., after stating the facts, said : I am of opinion that the 
adverse criticisms expressed in the 6th edition of Jarman on Wills 
(volume 2, at p. 1110), on the cases of Pickwick v. Gibbes (1839, 
1 Beav. 271) and Corentry v. Higgins (1844, 14 Sim. 30) are well 
founded. In this case the legacies are payable out of the general 
residuary estate, and the obvious intention is to postpone payment 
until the legatees attain twenty-three, and since that event, in the case 
of the eldest son and the eldest daughter, happened in the testator’s 
lifetime the result is that their legacies become immediate legacies 
like any other legacies, and the ordinary rule as to interest applies. 
Therefore interest on the legacies of £2,000 and £1,000 to the eldest 
son and the eldest daughter respectively does not become payable until 
the expiration of one year from the death of the testator.— CounseEL, 

tlfred Adams; G. T. Simonds; Owen Thompson; D. D. Robertson: 

P. F. 8S. Stokes. Sorscrrors, Bell, Brodrick, d- Gray, for W. H. Cobb 

d Son, York; Pate Snow, & Co., for Wallace, Gill, & Son, 


Knaresborough. 


Higgins 


{Reported by L. M. Mar. Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Gourt—King’s Bench 
4 . . .* 4 
Division. 
FORD MOTOR CO. (ENGLAND) (LIM.) v. ARMSTRONG. Atkin, J. 
16th March. 
Conrract—Restraint or TrapeE—AGreep DAMAGES FoR BREACH— 
LiqurpaTep DAMAGES—PENALTY. 

An agreement between the plaintiffs and defendant provided that the 
plaintiffs should sell their motor-cars to the defendant for sale by 
him in a certain district, the defendant undertaking not to sell any 
car or parts below a certain price, and to pay to the plaintiffs £250 for 
every breach of such undertaking, the sum fixed being expressed to be 
* the agreed damages which the manufacturer will sustain.”’ The 
defendant sold five cars at a lower price than that fixed, 

Held, that as different breaches of the agreement by the defendant 
might result in damages varying in amount, the sum of £250 was in 
the nature of a penalty, and not liquidated damages. 

The plaintiffs’ claim was for £374, alleged to be balance due for 
damages for breach of contract. By an agreement in writing, dated 
the 2nd of January, 1913, it was agreed that the plaintiffs should sell 
their cars to the defendant for sale by him in London and within 
fifteen miles from the Guildhall. The defendant undertook not to 
sell any car, or parts thereof, at a price below the advertised retail 
list pric e, and also agreed that on any breach of this undertaking he 
would pay the plaintiffs £250 for every such breach, “‘ such sum being 
the agreed damages which the manufacturer will sustain.”’ The 
defendant admitted that he had sold five cars at a price below the 











advertised retail list price. It was contended on behalf of the de 
fendant that the £250 was a penalty, and not recoverable, and refer- 
ence was made to an tek A decision of the Court of Appeal on the 
29th of January, 1914, in Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co, v. New Garag: 
and Motor Co. (Limited). It was submitted on behalf of the plaintitts 
that the £250 was liquidated damages, as it was impossible to assess 
the damages caused by under-cutting- The following cases were also 
cited on behalf of the defendant : Reynolds v. Bridge (6 E. & B. 28}, 
Wallis v. Smith (21 C. D. 243), Kemble v. Farren (6 Bing. 141), 
Webster v. Bosanquet (1912, A. C. 394), and Diestal v. Stevenson 
(1906, 2 K. B. 345). 

Atkin, J., in the course of his judgment, said he was bound by th« 
case of Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co. v. New Garage and Motor Co. 
(Limited) (supra), in which one of the tests that decide whethe: 
a stipulated sum was liquidated damages or a penalty was laid down 
by Vaughan Williams, L.J., as follows :—‘‘ It seems to me that the 
breaches which are set forth are mainly breaches from which the 
damages occurring to the plaintiffs vary in amount... and, under 
these circumstances, | have come to the conclusion that this is a 
penalty. . . . It might be said that the object of this contract was 
; the maintenance of the prices in the price list ; but I do not think 
that is sufficient where the breaches are various in character, and 
where the several breaches might result in different damages.’ 
Kennedy, L.J., delivered a dissenting judgment, but Swinfen Eady, 
L.J., concurred with Vaughan Williams, L.J. In the present case 
breaches of the agreement might have most varying effects on the 
plaintifis. Some breaches might altogether disturb the organisation 
of the company and its agencies, while another might have no effect 
at all upon them pecuniarily or by way of infliction of injury to their 
business. It seemed impossible that the company could have con- 
templated suffering damage of such a uniform character from breaches 
as to justify the fixing of the sum as liquidated damages.—CounseL, 
Cyril Atkinson, K.C., and Merriman; McCall, K.C., and Morton 
Smith. Sorrcrrors, Oswald L. Hickson, for March, Pearson, & Aken 
head, Manchester; John Hands. 

[Reported by Leonarp C. Tuomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


New Orders, &c. 


Deed of Arrangement, England. 


RETURNS TO BOARD OF TRADE. 
The Deeds of Arrangement Rules, 1914, dated March 23, 1914, made 
pursuant to section 25 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890 (53 and 54 Vict. 
c. 71), and the 2nd Schedule of the Bankruptcy and Deeds of 
Arrangement Act, 1913 (3 and 4 Geo. 5, c. 34). 

1. Short Title. Commencement and Forms.—These Rules shall come 
into operation on the lst day of April, 1914. They may be cited as the 
Deeds of Arrangement Rules, 1914, and shall be construed with, and 
deemed to form part of, the Deeds of Arrangement Rules, 1890, and 
each of these Rules may be cited with reference to those Rules by the 
number in square brackets set against the Rule at the commencement 
thereof. The Forms appended to these Rules shall be deemed to form 
part of the Forms appended to the Deeds of Arrangement Rules, 1890. 
and may be cited with reference to those Forms as Nos. 3a and 6, and 
Form No. 6 of those Forms shall be no more used. 

2. [6a] Returns by Registrar.—The Registrar shall once a week, com 
mencing with the 9th day of April, 1914, furnish the Board of Trade 
with copies of all alterations in and additions to the register of each 
Deed of Arrangement which have been made during the week imme 
diately preceding the day on which the return is made. 

3. [7] Transmission of Accounts.—(1) The account of receipts and 
payments to be transmitted to the Board of Trade by every trustee under 
any Deed of Arrangement, as defined by section 4 of the Deeds of 
Arrangement Act, 1887, shall be in the Form No. 2 in the Appendix 
to the Deeds of Arrangement Rules, 1890, with such variations as 
circumstances may require, and shall be on sheets 13 inches by 16 
inches, and shall be transmitted to ‘‘ The Inspector-General in Bank 
ruptcy, Board of Trade, Whitehall.’ 

(2) Where a Deed of Arrangement has been executed prior to the 
lst day of April, 1914, such account of receipts and payments shall be 
transmitted within 30 days of the lst day of January in every year, 
and shall be verified by an affidavit in the Form No. 3 in the Appendix 
to the Deeds of Arrangement Rules, 1890, as altered by Order of 15th 
July, 1897. 

(5) Where a deed is executed on or after the 1st day of April, 1914, 
the first account of receipts and payments, commencing at the date 
when such deed was executed and brought down to the end of 12 
months from the date of registration thereof, shall be transmitted 
within 30 days from the expiration of such 12 months, and the subse- 
quent accounts shall be transmitted at intervals of 12 months. Each 
account shall be brought down to the end of the period of 12 months 
for which it is sent, and shall be verified by an affidavit in the Form 
No. 3a in the Appendix. 

4, [12] Dividends.—Where dividends or instalments of composition 
are distributed under the deed, the total amount of each dividend or in 
stalment of composition must be entered in the trustee’s accounts as 
one sum, and the trustee shall forward to the Board of Trade (1) with 
each account in which a charge in respect of dividend or composition 
appears a statement in the Form No. 5 in the Appendix to the Deeds 
of Arrangement Rules, 1890, as altered by Order of 15th July, 1897. 
showing the amount of the claim of each creditor and the amount of 
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dividend or composition payable to each creditor, distinguishing in 
such statement the dividends or instalments of composition paid and 
those remaining unpaid; and (2) with his final account a complete 
statement in similar form, showing the amount of the claim and the 
full amount of dividend or composition paid to or reserved for each 
creditor. Such statement shall be on sheets 13 inches by 8 inches. 

5. [16] Affidavit Verifying Final Account.—As soon ag a trustee has 
realised all the property included in any Deed of Arrangement, or so 
much thereof as can probably be realised, and has distributed a final 
dividend, or final instalment of composition, or in any other case as 
soon as the trusts of the deed and the obligations of the trustee have 
heen completely fulfilled, the trustee shall forthwith transmit his final 
account, together with an affidavit in the Form No. 6, in the Appendix 
hereto. 

6. Rules 7, 12 and 16 of the Deeds of Arrangement Rules. 1890. and 
Form No. 6 in the Appendix thereto are hereby annulled. 

Hawpane, C. 
I concur, 
Joun Burns, 
President of the Board of Trade. 
Dated the 23rd March, 1914. 
(THERE Is AN APPENDIX oF Forms.) 





Deed of Arrangement, England. 
SUPREME COURT RULES. 
THe Deeps or ARRANGEMENT Act Rutes, 1914. Daten 30TH Marcu, 
1914. 

1. Short title and commencement.—These Rules shall commence and 
come into operation on the lst day of April, 1914, and shall so far as 
practicable apply to all matters arising, and to all proceedings taken 
in, any matters under the Deeds of Arrangement Acts, 1887 to 19]3; 
and they and the Deeds of Arrangement Act Rules, 1888, shall be 
read and construed together as one set of Rules. These Rules may 
be cited as the Deeds of Arrangement Act Rules, 1914, and they and 
the Deeds of Arrangement Act Rules, 1888, may be together cited as 
the Deeds of Arrangement Act Rules, 1888 to 1914. 

2. Interpretation.—In these Rules, unless the context or subject 
matter otherwise requires :— 

(1) ‘‘The Act’? means Part II. of the Bankruptcy and Deeds 
of Arrangement Act, 1913. 

(2) ‘‘ Judge’’ means in the case of the High Court the Judge 
to whom Bankruptcy business is for the time being assigned, and 
in the case of a County Court the Judge of the Court having 
bankruptcy jurisdiction in the district in which the debtor resided 
or carried on business at the date of the execution of the deed. 

(3) ‘‘ Registrar of the Court’? means a Registrar in Bank 
ruptcy of the High Court, if the debtor resided or carried on 
business in the London Bankruptcy District at the date of the 
execution of the deed, or, if he did not then reside or carry on 
business within the London Bankruptcy District, the Registrar or 
Deputy Registrar of the County Court having bankruptcy juris- 
diction in the district in which the debtor resided or carried on 
business at the said date. 

3. Applications for enforcement of trusts.-—Applications undet 
section 35 of the Act for the enforcement of the trusts of a deed, or 
the determination of questions under it, shall be deemed to be pro 
ceedings in bankruptcy, and, subject to these Rules, shall be made in 
accordance with, and in the manner prescribed for, proceedings under 
the Bankruptcy Acts and Rules for the time being in force with such 
variations as circumstances may require, and shall in all cases be 
supported by affidavit. 

4. Applications to whom to be made.—The application (except in 
cases within the proviso to section 35 of the Act) shall be made to the 
Registrar of the Court, who shall cause the same, together with the 
affidavits in support, to be filed, and shall appoint a day for the 
hearing not earlier than 14 days from the filing of the application. 
In cases within such proviso the application may be made as in these 
Rules provided either to the Registrar of the Court or to a Registrar 
of the High Court. The Registrar to whom the application is made 
may direct notice of the application to be served on such person or 
persons as he thinks fit, but in the absence of any special direction 
by him, the notice, together with copies of the affidavits in support, 
shall be served, when the application is made by the trustee, on the 
debtor and any creditor or other person to be affected thereby, and, 
when made by the debtor, on the trustee and on any creditor or other 
person to be affected thereby, and, when made by a creditor, on the 
trustee and the debtor. 

5. Evidence.—The evidence to be used on the application shall, unless 
the Court otherwise orders, be given by affidavit, but any opposite 
party may require, by notice in writing addressed to any deponent 
or his solicitor, the attendance of such deponent for cross-examination. 

6. Affidavits by parties other than applicant.—All affidavits intended 
to be used by any party to such application, other than the*applicant, 
shall be filed in the Court and copies served on the applicant not less 
than four days before the day appointed for the hearing of the appli 
cation. 

7. Applications under sections 28 (4), 29 (2), 32 (3) and 36 of the 
Act shall be deemed to be proceedings in bankruptcy, and, subject 
to these Rules, shall be made in accordance with, and in the manner 
prescribed for, proceedings under the Bankruptcy Acts and Rules for 








Governor, 
Incorporated Sir Nevile Lubbock, 
A.D. 1720. K.C.M.G. 
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the time being in force, with such variations as circumstances may 
require, and shall be supported by affidavit. Applications for extension 
of time under section 28 (4) may be made ex parte and without affidavit 
unless the Court shall in any case otherwise order. Notice of any 
application under section 29 (2) of the Act shall be served on the 
trustee not less than eight days before the day appointed for the 
hearing. 

8. Chambers and adjournment to Court.—All such applications as 
are referred to in the preceding Rules shall be heard and determined 
by the Registrar of the Court in Chambers, but he may in any case, 
and shall at the request of any party thereto, adjourn the application 
to be heard and determined by the Judge in Court. 

9. Ser urity hy trustee. The se urity to be given by the trustee under 
a Deed of Arrangement pursuant to section 29 (1) of the Act shall 
be by bond of a Guarantee Society in the Form No. 5 in the Appendix. 
The Guarantee Society named in such bond shall be a Society whose 
bonds are accepted by the Registrar of the Court to whom security 
is given. Pending the preparation of the bond a cover note in the 
Form No. 6 in the Appendix shall be accepted by the Registrar as 
temporary security. 

10. Application to determine liability on bond. Procedure on appli- 
cation under section 29 (2) and Rule 9.—If a trustee fails to pay to 
a Guarantee Society, party to a bond given by him under Rule 9, the 
annual premium payable by him within fourteen days of the date 
when such premium becomes payable, or if the Society refuses to 
accept such premium, the Society may apply to the Registrar of the 
Court to determine its liability under the bond, and the Registrar of 
the Court, if satisfied by affidavit that default in payment of the 
premium has been made by the trustee, or that the refusal of the 
Society to accept the premium in order that its liability may be 
determined is reasonable, may order that, as from the date of expira 
tion of the year for which the last premium was paid, or as from the 
date of the order, whichever may be the later date, all further liability 
of the Society shall cease and determine, save and except in respect 
of any loss or damage occasioned by any act or default of the said 
trustee in relation to his duties as such trustee as aforesaid previously 
to such cesser and determiifation of liability, and the Registrar of the 
Court may exercise any of the powers conferred by section 29 (2) of 
the Act. Notice of any application under this rule shall be served on 
the three largest creditors named in the affidavit filed on registration of 
the deed not less than eight days before the day appointed for hearing 
the application, and any of such creditors may appear and be heard 
thereon, and Rules 3 and 8 inclusive.shall so far as applicable be 
observed. , 

11. Copy afidavit of debtor to he file d on giving security.— Every 
trustee on giving security for the due administration of the deed and 
for accounting fully for the assets pursuant to section 29 (1) of the 
Act shall produce and hand to the Registrar of the Court to whom 
the security is to be given an office copy of the affidavit of the debtor 
filed on the registration of the deed under section 6 (1) of the Deeds 
of Arrangement Act, 1887, and the Registrar shall file such office copy. 

12. Certificate that security given and copy order to be sent to Regqis- 
trar of Bills of Sale-—When security has been given by a trustee 
pursuant to section 29 (1) of the Act, the Registrar of the Court to 
whom it is given shall, within three days after receipt thereof, send 
to the Registrar of Bills of Sale a certificate signed by him certifying 
that the security has been given, and the Registrar of Bills of Sale 
shall forthwith file the same. Such certificate shall be in the Form 
No. 7 in the Appendix hereto. The Registrar of the Court shall also 
send to the Registrar of Bills of Sale within three days after any 
order made under sub-section 2 of section 29 has been perfected a copy 
of such order. 

13. Office copies and searches.—The provisions of sections 11 and 12 
of the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887, and Rules 11 and 12 of the 
Deeds of Arrangement Act Rules, 1888, shall apply to all documents 
filed with the Registrar of Bills of Sale pursuant to the Act or these 
Rules. ; 

14, Notice by new trustee of appointment.—Where a new trustee of 
a deed has been appointed he shall forthwith send to the Registrar 
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of Bills of Sale a notice of his appointment, giving his full name 
and address, and showing how and when the appointment has been 
made, and the Registrar shall forthwith file the same. 

15. Notice to creditor of execution of deed, &c.—Notice under section 
31 of the Act to a creditor of the execution of a deed and of the filing 
of the certificate of the assets of creditors thereto shall be in the Form 
No. 9 in the Appendix, and shall be sent by prepaid registered post 
addressed to such creditor at the address mentioned in the affidavit 
of the debtor filed on the registration of the deed, and service shall be 
deemed to have been made on the day on which the notice was posted. 

16. Audit of trustee’s accounts.—Where the Board of Trade causes 
a trustee’s accounts to be audited, he shall, within seven days of 
service upon him by registered post of an order made by the Board 
of Trade directing him so to do, deliver to the Board of Trade copies 
of all the accounts transmitted by him to the Board pursuant to 
section 25 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, or the Second Schedule to 
the Bankruptcy and Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1913, together with 
an account in similar form from the date to which the last account 
extended to the date of the order. Such copies and accounts shall 
be sent together with an affidavit verifying the same. 

17. Certificate of audit.—The account as audited and the auditor’s 
certificate or observations thereon shall be filed and kept by the Board 
of Trade, and shall be open to the inspection ef any creditor, or of 
the trustee, who shall be at liberty to take a copy of such certificate 
or observations. A certified copy of the certificate or observations 
shall be supplied to the trustee or to any creditor on application. 

18. Forms.—The forms in the Appendix to these Rules, with such 
variations as circumstances may require, shall be used for the matters 
to which they severally relate. Forms Nos. 11 and 12 in the Appendix 
shall be substituted for Forms Nos. 3 and 4 in the Appendix to the 
Deeds of Arrangement Act Rules, 1888. 


HaLpane, C 

Reapine, C. 

Hersert H. Cozens-Harpy, 
S. T. Evans, P. 

A. M. Cuannett, J. 
Cuartes H. Sargant, J. 
P. O. LAWRENCE. 

H. A. McCarpte. 

C. H. Morton. 


Dated the Wth of March, 1914. 
[TuHere 1s AN APPENDIX OF ForMs.] 


M.R. 





Supreme Court, England. 
BILLS OF SALE ACTS, 1878 AND 1882. 


The Rules of the Supreme Court, Bills of Sale Acts, 1878 and 1882, 
Rule 13, dated March 8, 1914, as to Registration of Assign 
ments of Book Debts under section 14 of the Bankruptcy and 
Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1913 (3 & 4 Geo. 5, c. 34). 

Registration of Assignments of Book Debts.—The registration of an 
assignment of book debts shall be effected as follows : 

A true copy of the assignment, and of every schedule thereto, shal! 
be presented to and filed with the Registrar within seven clear days 
after the execution of the assignment, together with an affidavit in 
the Form No. 1 in the Appendix hereto verifying the time of execution, 
and containing fhe full and true name of the assignor, and any other 
name or style under which he carries on business, and also a descrip 
tion of the residence and occupation of the assignor, and of tlie place 
carried on, and the Reyistrar of Bills of 
Sale shall register the same accordingly in like manner, but subject to 
this Rule, as a Bill of Sale given otherwise than by way of security for 
payment of a sum of money is now registered. The Registrar of Bills 
of Sale shall keep a book to be called the Register of Assignments of 
Book Debts in the Form No. 2 in the Appendix 

This Rule may be cited as Rule 13 of ** The Rules of Supreme Court, 
sills of Sale AtTs, 1878 and 1882,”’ into operation on 


Ist April, 1914 


or places where his business 18 


and shall come 


HaLpane, C 
Reapine, C.J 
Hereert H 
S. T. Evans, P 

A. M. CHANNELL, J. 
Cuartes H. Sarcant, J. 
P. O. LAWRENCE. 

H. A. McCarpte. 

C. H. Morton. 


Cozens-Harpy, M.R. 


Dated the 30th March, 1914. 
[THERE 18 AN APPENDIX oF ForMs.] 

Rule of the Supreme Court. 
INVESTMENT OF CASH UNDER THE CONTROL OF THE 
COURT. 

The following draft Rule is published pursuant to the Rules Publica- 


tion Act, 1893 :— 
Ornpver XXII., Rute 17. 
Order XXITI., Rule 17, shall be read as if there were included therein : 
34 per cent. Loan of the Corporation of the City of London 
(Bridges), 1913-1973, 





Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Intermediate Examination held on 25th and 


26th March, 1914. 


A candidate is not obliged to take both parts of the examination at 


the same time. 
First 
Davis, Kenneth James 
Moxon, Clarence Edwin 
Pearce, John 


Pas 


Atkins, Alfred John 

Bailey, Brian Grierson 
Barritt, Gilbert Lacy 

Barton, Glynn Henry Reginald 
Bell, Alan Thorp, B.A. (Cantab.) 
Bolton, Cornelius 

Bright, Basil Herbert 

Bunney, Harold Percival John 
Burton, Guy Pritchard 

Butt, Thomas George Cecil 
Carpenter, Fred Harold 
Cockin, George Harold 
Collingridge, Francis George 
Cornish, Edward James 

Creak, Walter James 

Crow, Arthur Arnold 


CLAss: 


Silverman, Reuben 
Woolf, Alexander Susman 


SED. 
Knight, Percy Norman 
Lamb, Alfred 
Lapthorn, Owen Heckford 
Lewis, Horace George Crawford 
Tyrrell, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Mackett, William Frederick 
Menasse, Jacob Mordecai 
Michelmore, William Godwin 
Mills, George Herbert 
Morgan, Hugh Penrith 
Myers, Arthur Francis 
Northcott, Otho Stuart Irwin 
Pearce, Walter Kennedy 
Pittis, Charles Seymour 
Rowe, Edward Ernest 
Rowland, Glyn Venmore 


Cullimore, Charles, B.A. (Cantab.) Salkeld, Thomas Dunn 


Fairey, John Charles 

Faweett, Cyril 

Fitzherbert - Brockholes, 
William, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Goldingham, Geoffrey Ramsay 

Hackney, Horace Booth 

Hulme, William 

Inglis, Cecil George 

Jeffery, Roland Edward 

Johnson, Albert John 

Kennedy, Richard Arnaud 

CHE FoLttowi1nc CANDIDATES HAVE 


Allen, Albert George 

Baker, Thomas MacDonald 

Banks, Sydney Neal 

Blackburn, Leonard Arthur 

Bolingbroke, Charles Bensly, B.A. 
(Cantab.) 

Borwick, Robert Geoffrey 
jurgess, Robert Edward, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Catlow, Walter Noel 

Chadfiell, Hugo Thomas 

Cope, Geoffrey Silverwood, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Copland. Harold 

Crang, Percival Jethro 

Crawshaw, Francis Seymour 

Davies, John Norman 

Davis, John 

Devonshire, Feray Vulliamy 

Freedman, Herbert 

French, Robert Mason Jackson 

Gray, Vivian Seaton 

Griflith, Henry 
(Cantab.) 

Haigh, James Arthur 

Hammer, Vernon Montague 

Herring, Ralph Lenox 

Horsley, William Ewart 

Hudson, Allan Harrison 

Jewell, Francis Norman 

Johnson, Denvs Billinghurst 

Jones, Leonard Mealor 


John 


Hall, B.A. 


Sharp. Alfred Goodwin 

Stansfield, Francis Oliver 

Taylor, Richard Earnshaw 

Thatcher, Raymond Valentine 

Thomas, Richard Vernon 

Tindall, Richard Frederick, B.A. 
(Cantab.) 

White, Sidney Hampden, 
(London) 

Whitham, John Samuel 

Wilson, Cecil Eustace 


Passep THE LecaL PorTION ONLY. 


Knowles, John Yalden 
Mackean, Andrew Neill 
McNaught, Douglas Ramsay 
Maitland-Jones, Hugh John 
Newton, Frank Leslie 
Paling, Gerald Richard 
Parsons, Alfred Cyril 
Popkin, Roland Gilbert 
Potter, Arthur Cyr! 
Powell-Edwards, Gerald 
B.A. (Oxon.) 
Ramsden, Arthur Maxwell 
Robinson, John Wilfrid 
Russell, David Leslie, B.A. (Oxon.) 
St. George. Herbert Whitmore 
Scott, Charles Edell 
Scott, Ronald Jocelyn Leslie 
Smith, Kenneth Gill 
Stevenson, John 
Sumner, Lionel Randolph Coleridge 
Taylor, Edward Mallalieu Brooke 
Thomas, Donald Woodroffe 
Thomas, Evan Bevan 


B.Sc. 


Howell, 


Warris, Marriott Wilson, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Whittingham, John Herbert 
Wigan, Charles Richard, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 


Wood. Edward Hamilton 
Woodhouse, Leslie 
Wynne, Arthur Meredyth 


Number of candidates, 174; passed, 113. 
Tue Fottowrnc CANDIDATES HAVE Passep THE TrusST ACCOUNTS AND 
Book-KFEPING PoRTION ONLY. 


Arkell, Edward Norman Gwynn 

Beale, Edmund Lansdowne, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Beecroft, Stanley 

Bell, Bernard Arthur 


Bolter, Arthur Edward, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Bolton. Thomas Stanislaus 
Bramall, Claud Arthur, LL.B. 


(London) 
Clark, John Evelyn, B.A. (Oxon.) 


Clarke, Joseph S§pottiswoode, 
B.A. (Cantab.) 

Coleman, Richard Julian 

Coopman, Alec 

Croft, Desmond Warrick 

Davies, John Harvey 

Davies, Willoughby Arlingham 

Dell, Reginald Gregory 

Dixon, Horace Ibert, B.A, 
(Cantab.) 

Dutton, Charles 
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Dutton, Harold, = A, 
(Cantab.) - 
Featherstone, Ernest, B. 
Ford, William Allin 
Gaskell, David Lyndsay Stranack 
Gibson, Frank Archibald Stanley 
Goodwyn, Lawrence John 
Hamer, Reginald Barnes 


LLB., 


Harrison, Edgar Yates, LL.B. 
(Victoria 
Hattrell, John Alexander 


Hill, Robert Farra 
Hodgson, George 








Nixon, Ernest, B.A.  Oeni} 
Paine, Leonard Alfred Grevis 


A. (Oxon.) Pounder, Benjamin William, B.A. 
(Le 


eds) 
Radcliffe, Clifford Walter, B.A. 
(Cantab.) 
Reeve, Adolphus Edmund, B.A. 
LL.B. (Cantab.) 
Rennison, Arthur Noblett 
Ridge, Luther Herbert Archibald 
Roberts, Eric Frederick Cecil 
Rodd, William Henry 
Sale, Richard Crawford 


Holmes, Newby Searle, William Cavendish, B.A. 


pe ecammpg Noel Forbes LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Johnson, William Godfrey Earlam Sharp, Stephen Oswald, B.A. 
Johnstone, William McCall (Cantab.) 

Jones, Thomas Roberts Smith, Alan Morton Tweedy 
Jones, William Owen Staveley,-Hugh Sheardown, B.A. 
Lambert. Terrence Henry LL.B., Cantab. ; 

lee, William Charles Steele, Eric 

Leman, William Ernest Thomas, Hugh Gareth 

Lewis, William Lester Thompson, Maynard Falcon 
Lloyd, William Reginald Turnbull, Noél, B.A. (Oxon.) 


Wann, James, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Whitburn, Arthur Kemp 
Williams, Thomas Leslie 
Wordsworth, Thomas Howard 
Wright, Donald Hodgson 


MacDonnell, Archibald Garvey 
Mackay. Alexander William 
Marshall, George Raymond 
Marston, Denald Millward 
Martin, James Fletcher 
Maughan, John 
Number of candidates, 156; passed, 125. 
By Order of the Council, 
8S. P. B. Bucxnut, Secretary. 


Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 7th April, 1914. 





FINAL EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) | 


a successful at the Final Examination held on 23rd and 24th March, 
Allerton, Henry Reeve 

Bee, Francis Bernard Winter 
Beldon, Howard 

Borrett. George Kenyon Forster 
Bury, Harold Sterndale Entwisle 


Challis, William Guy Fawcett 
Cooper, John Noel 
Crawford, Alexander Basil 
Crowther, Philip Main 
Easterbrook, Reginald Charles 


Oldfield, Percy Bertram ‘Boyd 
Parkinson, Sydney 
Phillips, Charles Kendall 
Goulden, Edward Leo Pickering, ‘Geoffrey Evans 
Haddelsey, Samuel Turner Pilkington, Leslie Leonard 
Haedicke, Charles Richard William Platt, .Edward Arthur, 


Ellis-Danvers, Gerald “Rochfort 
Feather, John 
Gavin, Stanford 


B.A. 


Harris, Frederic Vivian (Cantab.) 

Hislop, John Arthur, B.A. (Oxon.) Price, Arthur Percy 

Hollinshead, Robert Edward Pritchett, Theodore Beal 
Hudson, Richard Arthur Ramsey, Walter James, B.A. 
Ives, Kenneth Hill! LL.B. (Cantab.) 

James, David Eynon Rees, David Phillips 

Jobbings, Herbert Britt Rosher, John Brenchley, B.A. 
Johnson, Arnold Miller LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Jones, Edward Earle Russell, Percy Ernest 

Leigh, Edgar Noblett Smallman, George Augustus John 
Lewis, Roger Smith, Graham Gould 

Lister, Stephen Douglas Spencer, Harold John 

Lloyd, Arthur Stephenson, Percy Harold 


Lockwood, John Cutts Stockdale, Guy Nelson 





Luscombe, William Olliver, B.A. Sturt, Gerald Lionel 
(Oxon.) Thomas, Kenneth Galbraith, B.A. 
Macniven, Alistair LL.B. (Cantap.) 
Major, Ronald Everitt, B.A. Thomas, William Oliver 
(Oxon. ) Titterington, Joseph William 
| Medd, Edward Nesbitt, B.A. Carey 
| (Oxon.) Tweddle, William John 
| Meredith, Leonard Arthur de Watkins, Ernest 
Lacey, B.A. (Oxon.) Whitehouse, John Hubert 
| Murray, Frederick Stanley Williams, George Edgar Propert 
Need, Leonard Oakden Wuliamson, David Arnot 
Nicholson, Thomas Cecil, M.A. Woodiwiss, Norfolk Abraham 
(Oxon.) 





Number of candidates, 88; passed, 65. 


| : THE SHEFFIELD PRIZE. 

(Founded by Arthur Wightman, Esq.) 
| The Council have awarded the above prize to Mr. Henry Reeve 
| Allerton, who served his articles of clerkship with Mr. T. W. P. 
| Lory, of Lowestoft, and Messrs. Keen, Rogers, & Co., of London. 


8. P. B. Bucknut, Secretary. 


W.C., 7th April, 1914. 


| By Order of the Council, 
| Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, London, 
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LAW PUBLISHERS, 


SIR ISAAC PITMAN & SONS, LTD., 


1, AMEN 


CORNER, LONDON, E.C. 





RAILWAY (REBATES) CASE LAW. 


A Book of Peference for Solicitors. &c., containing the Judgment ef the 
Court In every Pfebate Case submitted to the Commissioners. By 
@. B. LISSENDEN. 454 pp., tOs. 6d. net. 


SOLICITOR’S OFFICE ORGANISATION, 
MANAGEMENT AND ACCOUNTS. 


Tilnctratet by manv Forms end a By EDWARD A. COPE and 
HERBERT W. H. ROBINS. 176 p”., Ss. net 


THE H'STORY, LAW AND PRACTICE OF 
THE STOCK EXCHANGE. 


By A. P POLEY. BA. Barrister-at-Law and F. H. CARRUTHERS GOULD, of 
the Stock Exchange. Second Edition, Revised. 3848 pp., 8S. net, 


THE LAW OF CARRIAGE. 
ll J. E. R. STEPHENS, of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
net. 


INCOME TAX & INHABITED HOUSE DUTY 
LAW AND CASES. 


278 pp., Se. net. By W. E. SNELLING, of the Inland Revenue Derartment. 


COMPANIES AND COMPANY LAW. 


Together with the Companies (Conselatetton) Act, 1908. By A. C. CONNELL, 
LL.B (Lond.). 344 pp. Se. net. 


524 pp., 





MERCANTILE LAW. 
By J. A. SLATER, B,A., LL.B. (Lond.). 
448 pp., Be. net 


ENCYCLOPEDIA OF MARINE LAW. 
By LAWRENCE DUCKWORTH, Barrister-at-Law. Second, Revised and Enlarged 
Edition. 32 pp., Ge. net. 


BILLS, CHEQUES AND NOTES. 


Together with the Hillsof Exchange Act, 1882,and th Billsof Exchange (Cros-ed 
Chequ ‘s) Act. 1906. By J. A. SLATER, cA. LL.B. (Lond.). 206) p., 2s. 6a net 


THE LAW OF REPAIRS AND DILAPIDATIONS 


By . CATO WORSFOLD, M.A., LL.D 38. Gd. net, 


THE LAW OF EVIDENCE. 


By W. NEMBHARBD HIBBERT, LL.D. (Lond.). 


LOCAL GOVERNMENT CASE LAW, 1910, 1911 


Second, Revised and Cheaper Edition, 


3s. Ed. net. 


AND 1912. 
In three volumes. Vol. I. (1910), 176 pp., 8S.net. Vol. IT. (1911), go 850 pp., 
7s. 6d. net. Vol. III. (1912), 10s, net. By RANDOLPH A. GLEN, , LL.B. 


(Cantab), Barrister-at-Law, of the Middle Temple and Western — 


PITMAN’S GUIDE TO THE LAW OF 
LICENSING. 


186 pp, Ss. net. 





THE LAW RELATING TO SECRET COMMISSIONS AND BRIBES. 


(CHRISTMAS BOXES, GRATUITIES, &c.), THE PREV" NTION OF CO™FUPT ON ACT, 1906. 


By ALBERT CREW, of Gray’s Inn and the South-Eastern Circuit, Barrister at-Law, Lee Prizeman of Gray’s Inn, 
With a Foreword by Tue Ricut Hon. SIR EDWARD FRY, G.C B, (formerly Lord Justice of Appeal) 
Demy 8vo, cloth gilt, 198 pp., Be, net. 


OBTAINABLE OF ALL BOOKSELLERS. 


By J. WELLS THATCHER, Barrister-at-Law. 
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Societies. 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The Directors held their usual monthly meeting at the Law Society, 
Chancery-lane, on the 8th inst. Present: Mr. W. Arthur Sharpe (in 
the chair), and Messrs. W. C. Blandy (Reading), S. P. B. Bucknill, 
J. Davenport, T. Dixon (Chelmsford), W. Dowson, Hamilton Fulton 
(Salisbury), C. G. May and H. H. Scott (Gloucester). Grants to the 
amount of £455 were made to poor and deserving cases; three new 


members were admitted, and other general business transacted. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Anrrep Exuts, of 3, John-street, Bedford-row, solicitor, has 
been appointed a Justice of the Peace for the County of Bucks. Mr. 
Ellis was admitted in 1895. 

Mr. Bartte Henry Tempte Frere (Attorney-General) has been 


Chief Justice of Gibraltar. Mr. Frere is the son 
Frere, rector of Burston, Norfolk. He is a great 
and cousin once removed of Sir Bartle Frere, 


appointed to be the 
of the late Rev. H. T 
nephew of Hookham Frere 


the soldier and administrator. Called to the Bar in 1887, he became 
President of the District Court of Cyprus in 1897. He has been at 
Gibraltar for twelve years, and has written a guide to the flora of the 
locality. 
Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 
Hervert Jerrrtes and Dasnper Henry GLYNN, solicitors (Jeffries & 


(Wright & Hollins) 


ham, and Oldbury, in the County 
Apuil 2 

Bate and Vincent 
London, W.C 


Clyun), Birmin 

of Worcester 
WaLtTerR GoLpFrINcH 

Co.), 35, Bedford-row 


> 


Rancrarrr, solicitors (Bate & 
April 7. 


[Gazette, April 10. 


{o0BERT ScHOLES and Ernest FARRINGTON, solicitors (Scholes & Far 
rington), 49, Princess-street, Manchester, by effluxion of time. The 
said Robert Scholes will in future practise at 49, Princess-street, Man 
chester, as Scholes & Co. | Grazette, April 14 





Information Required. 
MRS. LUCY NEWLAND GEORGE, deceased, the widow of Major 


Arthur George, deceased. To Solicitors and others. £100 reward. 
Mrs. Arthur George, late of Essex Lodge, Loughborough, and lately 
residing at Bardon Hill House, Bardon, in Leicestershire, who died 
on the 3lst of March, 1914, recently informed different persons that 


Anyone giving such information as will lead to 
will, on the same being proved, receive the 
Arter, Solicitors, 10, Billiter 


made a wil 
the her will 
above reward Apply to Dreucres anp 
square, London, EF. 

HENRY FOWLER, who in the year 1896 was residing at 2, Fern 
Villas, Palmerston-road, Wealdstone, Middlesex, plasterer, or his per 
sonal representatives will hear of something to their advantage on com 
municating with P. B., Box 100, Sortcrrors’ Journat, 27, Chancery 
lane, London, W.C. Foreign and Colonial papers please copy ; 


had 
finding of 


she 


General. 

Commons, on the 9th inst., Mr. Sheehan asked the 
Board of Trade if he would state the powers of his 
Department over parties in the United Kingdom who issue or 
in the preparation and issue of fraudulent whether he 
was aware of what happened in the Whitaker Wright and Jabez Bal 


In the House of 
President of the 
assist 


prospec tuses: 


four cases, which furnished a precedent for taking action against the 
parties in London who were responsible for obtaining £157,000 of 
British money from 745 shareholders in the Union Life Assurance 
Company of Canada under circumstances of fraud, for participation 


in which criminal prosecutions had been instituted in Canada against 
certain of the directors of this company. Mr. Robertson, who replied, 
said: When it appears desirable from the results of the investigation 
conducted by the Official Receiver into the affairs of a company which 
has been ordered to be wound up by the Court, a statement of the facts 
is submitted by the Board of Trade to the Director of Public Prosecu 
tions for his consideration. In the cases to which my hon. friend refers 
in his question the companies in connection with which criminal pro- 


ceedings were instituted were being wound up under an order of the 
Court, and the Official Receiver had full power to investigate the 
transactions on which criminal] charges were based. No order has been 
made in this country for the winding-up of the Union Life Assurance 


Company of Canada, and the Board of Trade have no jurisdiction to 
an investigation into the facts connected with the issue of the 
prospectus or the conduct of the business of that company. On the 
information at present before me, I am not aware of any grounds on 
which criminal proceedings could be instituted against any person in 
this country, but if my hon, friend has any evidence in his possession 
he should lay it before the Director of Public Prosecutions 


? 


conduc t 








At Bow-street Police Court, on the 9th inst., says the T'imes, before 
Sir John Dickinson, James D. Roots, of Thanet House, Temple Bay 
E.C., was summoned at the instance of the Chartered Institute of 
Patent Agents for falsely describing himself as a patent agent. The 
defendant advertised in a publication called Znternal Combustion Engi 
neering, on the 7th of January last, offering to obtain patents at mode- 
rate charges. There was no suggestion in the advertisement itself that 
he was a registered patent agent, but it appeared in a column headed 
‘** Patent Agents,’ which contained the advertisements of several char 
tered patent agents, and correspondence was produced showing that the 
defzndant had expressly ordered the advertisement to appear in that 
particular column. For the defendant it was stated that Roots was 
qualified to have his name in the register of patent agents, but did not 
choose to be registered. He submitted that as the defendant had not 
described himself as a patent agent he was not liable under the statute. 
[he magistrate convicted the defendant, and ordered him to pay a 
penalty of £4 and £2 2s. costs. 








Wary Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scottish TEMPERANCE Lire AssuRANCE Co. (Lrmirep). Repay. 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—(Advt.) 








Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices: 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, -rixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone: City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 





Members of the legal profession who are not already familiar with 
the Oxford Sectional Bookcase are invited to look into the merits of a 
bookcase combining handsome appearance, high-class workmanship, and 
moderate cost. The ‘‘ Oxford ”’ is probably the only dust-proof sectional 
bookcase obtainable. An extremely interesting booklet containing illus- 
trations and prices may be obtained, post free, from the manufacturers, 
William Baker & Co., The Model Factory, Oxford.—(Advt.) 


Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Mr. Justice 








Mr. Justice 


EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT 
Date. ROTA, No..1 JOYCE. WARRINGTON, 
Monday Apri! 20 Mr. Farmer Mr. Leach  _—s Mr. Greswell Mr. Church 
Tuesday .... 2 Synge Goldschmidt Church Farmer 
Wednsday .. 22 Church Borrer Leach Goldsch vidt 
Vhursday . 3 Greswell Synge Borrer Leach 
Friday - 24 Jolly Farmer Synge Borrer 
Sain day.... 25 Bloxam Charch Jolly Greswell 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. NEVILLE. EVE. SARGANT. ASTBURY 
Monday April 20 Mr. Bloxam Mr. Borrer Mr. Synge Mr. Goldschmidt 
Tuesday .... 21 Jolly Leach Korrer Bloxam 
Wednesday .. 22 Synge Greswell Jolly Farmer 
Thursday .... 23 Farmer Jolly Bloxam Chureh 
Friday . Church Bloxam Toldschmidt Greswell 
Saturday aT Goldschmidt Farmer Leach 











Forthcoming Auction Sales. — 
April 21.—Messrs. Hamprow & Sons, in conjanction with Messrs. T. D. & A. R. 
Pracey, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence (see advertisement, back page, 


April 4). 
et Danret Waryex & Sons, at ths Mart, at 2: Freeholds(see adver- 


ise k page, this week). 
se ee H. E. Foster & CaanPiecp, at the Mart, at 2: 
Rent Charger, and Shares (see advertisement, back page, this week). 
April 29.—Messrs. H+ urron & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residsnce 
fee advertisement, back page. April 4 
May 5.—Mes+rs. Hampron & Sons, 
advertisement, back page, this week). 


Revertione, 


“at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence (see 








Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Guzette.—¥RIDAY, April 10 ; 

CLARO LAUNDRY Co, LTD.—Cieditors are required on or before May 5, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Newsome 
Clough, Uld Bank chmbrs, Cleckheaton, liquidator. , 

FREDERICK TERRAS & CO, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before April 20, to send 
in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Harvey Burnett, 64, Cross st, Manchester, liquidator. 

LEIGHTON’S BAZAAR, LTD.—Creditors are required on or before May 1, to send ther 
names and addressez, and the particulars of their debcs or claims, to James Thoms 
Parsons, 53E, Terminus rd, Eastbourne, liquidator. ; 

SHARES REGISTERS, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on 
or before May 23, to send their names aud addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Ernest E. Smith, 23, St Swithin’s In, liquidator. 2 

WILCOCK PATENT CORD AND CALICO MANUFACTURING Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, 
on or before May 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Longbotham & Sons, 4, Carlton st, Halifax, solors for the 


liquidator. 
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JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirsp 1m CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 14. 


w. & E. BROOKSBANK, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before April 21, to send their 
names and addresses, and pa ticulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Henry best, 
72, Market st, Bradford, liquidator. 

«“cgLttic Rack" Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 1', to send their 
names and addresses, and the ‘particulars of their debts or claims, to R. Hughes- 
Jones 2niS. E. Roberts, 18, Water st, Liverpool, liquidators. 

THE INTERNATIONAL PRODUCE ASSOCIATION, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION). 
—Creditors are required on or before May 5 tosend their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or cla’'ms, to Herbert M. Gowar, 329, High Holborn, 
liquidators 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day oF CLam. 
London Gazette—¥riday, April 3. 
\TKINSON, HANNAH, Leeds April 30 Jones & Son, Leeds 
Bates, ANN, Wolverhampton May 1 Manby & Brevitt, Wolverhampton 
BEALE, EMILY, Penn, Bucks May 2 Mawby & Co, Queen st 
BELL, AMETH ~<A, King;ton upon Hull May 12 Gale & East n, Hull 
BESTWICK, MARY ANN, Alstonfield, Staffs May 31 E!dowes & Simm, Ashborue 
CLAMP, ANN, Fo-ton, Derby April 30 Talbot & Co, Burton on Trent 
COLGRAVE, JOHN, Walesby, Notts May 1i Mee & Co, Retford 
COLVIN, EDITH, Queen Anne’s mans Mayl1 Treherne & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
CRAWFORD, ELLEN, Bath June 24 Chesterman & Sous, Bath 
CurTEIS, JANE, Turin, Italy May7 Bloant & Co, Alsemarle st 
DAND, JoHN CATE, A -klington, Northumberland May 12 W- bb, Morpeth 
DAVIS, GEORGE, Barnet, Herts, Fruiterer May 31 Boyes & Son, Barnet 
Doce, EDWARD JOHN, Milton Abbot, Devon, Farmer Apr] 30 Mathews, ‘lavistuck 
PYKES, AMANDA ISIDORE, Harrogate May 15 Dixons & Co, Wakefield 
EDGELL, GEORGE EDWARD, Gateshead May 12 Dixon, Gateshead 
EDWARDES, Rt Hon Lady BLANCHE HENRIETTA MARIA, Lancaster gate 
& Procter, Lincoln’s Inn fields 
ELswooD, RICHARD, Dorchester May 11 Roper, Bridport Dorset 
EWENs, GEORGE JOHN GLYDE, Devonport, Licensed Victualler April 30 Ruandl> & 
Macdonald, Devonport 
FINNEY, MARY, Edinburgh May13 Baileys & Co, Berners st 
FLETCHER, MARGARET, Dolge.ly May 2 Jones, Dolgelly 
HENNESS&Y, MARY, Leeds April 30 Jones & Son, Leeds 
HERMITAGE, HENRY FRANCI3, Margate May7 Daniel, Margate 
HILL, NATHANIEL JOHN, Winterwell r2, Brixton, ingine.r May 3 Kingsbury «& 
Turner, Brixton rd 
HOLLEBONE, CHARLES VINE, St Leonards on Sea 
ford row 
HoLt, JAMES, Waterfoot, Lancs May 7 
INGLIS NE, Bournemouth April 30 
JEFFERIS, FRANK HAROLD, Didsbury May 15 Li:son & Co, Manchester 
JEREMY, DAVID, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydfil Junei Cautun, Dowlais 
JOHNSON, EDWIN ARTHUR, Stroud Green June8 Haigh & Haigh, Coleman st 
Jones, JANE, Pentir, Carnarvon May 8 Williams, Bangor 
JovEs, WILLIAM, Midhurst, Stationer May 1 Jotinson & Clarence, Midhurst 
Krk, ELIZA CATHERINE, Clevedon, Somerset May 14 Routh & Vo, Southampton st, 
s oomsbury 
KNOWLES, CHARLES GEORGE, Barnsley 
LEFEVRE, DRUSILLA, Beadfor! May 11 
LITTLE, CHAMBERLAIN, Sowardstone rd 
Taylor, Upper Richmond rd, Putney 
LONG, CAROLINE, Walmer, Kent, Court Florist, May 13 Gordon, Gold2n sq, Regent 
st 


May 15 Tatham 


May 15 Greene & Underhill, Bed- 


Williams, Southport 
Yeatman, Bournemouth 





April 25 Bury & Walkers, Barnsley 
Firth & Firth, Bradford 
Victoria pk, Saw Mill Proprietor Muy 3 


Manum, Vicror, Liverpool, Merchant April 3) Adler & Perowne, Copthall av 

MULLETL, GEORGE, Southampton, Marine dugirezr Mayll Hallett & Martin, South- 
ampton 

OWEN, LAURA ELIZABETH, Bangor May 2 Williams, Bangor 

PAGE, SARAH, Birmingham May 1t Rogers, Birmingham 

PakKIN, ALICK, Bradford May7 Freeman, bradford 

PARRY, MARGARET, Halkyn, Flint Aprit2t Haghes & Hughes, Flint 

PARSON, MARGARET ELIZABE™H, Danbury, Essex April 30 Thompson & Vo, Raymond 


bidgs 

PHALP, ANDERSON, Newcastle upon Tyne May 6 Dickinsun & Co, Newcastle upon 
yne 

PostLk, JoHN AUGUSTINE, Buntingford, Herts, Farmer June1l Chalmers Hunt, Ware, 
Herts 


Hallam, Nottingham 


RICHARDS, ANN, Nottingham April 30 
Davidson & Co, Acton 


RosEWELL, THOMAS EDWARD, C.o0ak lo, Cannon st April 30 

Rust, CALEB HENRY, Norwich April 30 Ladell, Norwich 

Rust, SARAH MARIA, Norwich April 30 Ladel', Norwich 

SARG“ANT, THOMAS JOSEPH, Mount Roskill, nr Auckland, New Zealand, Builder May 11 
Po vell & Browett, Birmingham 





| WROTH, CHARLES EvwWarkD MarkcH Mont, North End rd, West Kens'ngton 


i 


| STUBBS, GEORGE MARMADUKE, Chandlersford, Southampton 


| ASBEY, ELIZABETH, Walthamstow, Essex 


SAUNDERS, MARTHA, Basing pl, Kingsland rd May 16 Janson & Co, College hill 

SHINKINS, ELVINA, Poplar May15 Harrison, Queen Anne's gate, Westminster 

May 14 Johnson & Co 
Birmingham 

THACKERAY, CONSTANCE MARTHA, Kniresborough May 9 
Grantham 

WALL, MARY WILSON, Huddersfield May 8 Brook, Huddersfield 

WALL, WILLIAM BARROW, Huddersfield, Yarv Spinner May 8 Brook, Huddersfield 

WATKINS, JANE, Pontlottyn, Glam May 1 Morgan & Co, Cardiff 

WILCOCKSON, ROBERT WILLIAM, Hyde, Farmer May2 Bostock, Hyde 

WILSON, JOHN ELPHINSTONE FLEEMING JORDAN, Bexhill on Sea May 15 
ZB. i-tol 


Thompson & fons 


Benson & Co 
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May 5 Martin & Haslett, Philpot In 

BANNER, JAMES, Royal Leamington Spa, Warwick June 1 Woodhouse & Chambers, 
Hull 

BEsT, RopERT, Poynders rd, Clapham Park May 4 

BIGGE, CHARLES PRIDEAUX OGLE SELBY, Oakham, Kutlaul 
Lincoln's inn fields 

BLOXHAM, HANNAH, Chester 

BROCKLEHURST, CHARLES IMMANUEL, Swinton, Lancs, Vatuer 
Manchester 

BROWN, ARTHUR CHARLES, Henleaze, Bristol, Manager Joint Siock Company 
Gwynne & Co, Bristol 

BROWN, GEORGE HENRY, Clifton, Bristol May 9 Hewitt & Son, Manchester 

BURNE, Lucy, Chiswick May7 Goddard & Co, C.e.nent’s inu, Strand 

CANNOCK, MARY ANN, Broadoak, nr Newnham, Gls May 7 Carter, Newnham 

CARLING, EMMA, Beverley, Yorks May9 Laverack & Co, Hull 

CLAYTON, RICHARD NUGENT, West Croydon May 18 Farrer & Co, Line lis inn 
fields 

CRACKANTHORPE, MONTAGUE HuGuks, Rutland gate 

CROCKET?, JOHN, Taffs Wells, nr Cardiff, Furniture Dealer May 1 
Pontypridd 

CurRTIS, HARRIET, Cromer, Norfo'k April 30 Keith, Norwich 

EINHORN, WILHELM, Chaucery In May 3 Wercheim, St James’ mans, West End In 

EMDEN, THOMAS WALTER LAWRENCE, Lancaster pl, Strand May 7 Isaacs & Lewis, 

Basinghall st 

FALK, ALICE, Mossley hill, nr Liverpool May 7 Robinson & Sons, Blackburn 

FORREST, FREDERICK, Belsize pk, Hampstead May3i Chalinder & Herington, Hastings 

FRANKLIN, ELIZABETH MARIA JANKE, Southsea May 14 Way & Son, Portsmouth 

FRENCH, AGNES, Lee May 5 Bridgman & Co, College hill 

GAMMENTHALER, JOHN, Landore, Glam, Works Overseer May 5 Viner & Co, Swansea 

GIDLEY, CHARLOTTE LaurA, Kensington Park rd, Bayswater May 4 Wilson & Sons, 
Salisbury 

GIDLEY, Rev LEwIs, Salisbury, Wilts May 4 

GREENAWAY, JOHN, Marhamdhurch, Cornwall, Merchant 
Holsworthy, Devon 

HEATH, HANNAH, Handsworth May i} 

HIRSCHBERG, ALFRED HERMAN, Surbiton, Surrey, 
Martin’s In 

HOLLIDAY, MATTHEW WILSON, Birkenhead, Baker April 27 Lamb & Co, Birken- 
hea 

LAW, WILLIAM, Carhullen Hartley, nr Plymouth, 
mouth 

LiGHrroot, JOHN ANTHONY, Whitley Bay, Northumberland, Engineer 
son & Marshall, Newcastle upon Tyne 

LUMB, BEN, Bradford, May 9 Richardson & Co. Bradford. 

MILLER, RosE LILLIE, South Ealing May 9 Swan, Woodstock st, Oxford st 

MILLS, HENRY, Radcliffe, Lanes May 20 Horrocks, Ra Icliffe 

MOORE, JOHN, Woodford, Essex May 30 Martin & Has'et®, Philpot lo 

PESTONJ(, BEJANJI, Brighton May 4 Westlake, Oxford st 

PHILLPOTTS, MARY ANN, Reigate May 7 Mole & Co, Reigate 

RICHARDSON, WILLIAM BARNES, Hull, Cart ani Rullyman May 11 Thorney & Sun, 
Hull 

ROGER3, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Southsea 

SHAW, EMMA, Berry Brow, nr Huddersfi:ld 

SHEPHARD, ELIZABETH, Southborough, Kent 

ASKER, JOHN HENRY Roy Ley, Baslow, Decby 

PaYLOK, GEORGE RoBwERtT, Bradford June 1 


Lewis, Hereford 
May 16 Farrer & Co 
April 28 Birch & Co, Friars, Che ter 
May 7 Howard & Co, 


May il 


May 2 Capron & Co, Savile pl 
Lewis & Crockett, 


Wilson & Sous, Salisbury 
May 15, Peter & Peter, 


Divis & Oerton, Birmingham 


Journalist Gibson 


May 8 


May 1 Gilley & Wilcocks, Ply- 


May i2 Wilkin- 


April 3) Keith, Norwich 

Miy4 Sykes & Co, Holmfirth 
May 19 Trinder & Co, Leadenhall st 
May 23 Bennett, Sheffleld 

sooth & Co, Leeds 


fayLor, RALva, boston, Suffolk, Massachusetts, USA June 30 Kabnuett, 
sir. ningham 
loms, JOHN, Ivybridge, Devon Mayl Gidley & Wilcocks, Plymouth 


WAGSTAFFE, ELIZABETH CATHERINE, Cheetham hill, Manchester May 18 Diggles & 
Ozdea, Manchester 

WASSERBERG, SOLOMON HENRY, Hatton gdo, Manufacturing Jeweller May 13 
& Sons, Paternoster row > 

WATERS, WILLIAM BUCKLEY, Kingsbury, Middlx 


We'ls 


Miy 19 Roy & Cartwright, Coleman 
st 

WELLS, ~~ Kirklington, Yorks, Farmer May 9 Edmundson & Gowland, Masham, 
RSO, Yorks 

WHALLEY, JOSEPH, Buxton 

WHITE, SARAH, Exeter 


May 2 Taylor & Brown, Buxton 

May9 Bartlett & Gregory, New sq 

M ay 31 
Simpson & Co, Gracechurch st 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


Be, 


MOORGATE STREET, 


ZL.ONMNDONMW, EPC. 


ESTABLISHED IN 890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICHTNSING MATTERBB. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervisien ef the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent oa 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


‘pplication. 


The Cerporation also 


insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 


BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &@,, under 
a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 





i 
} 
| 
| 
| 












464 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. April 18, 1914. 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette—FRIDAY, Apri. 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AGELASTO, AUGUSTUS 8S, Gloucester ter, 
High Court Pet Mar i3 Ord April 6 
AINSWORTH and Drury, Worcester, Motor 
Worcester Pet Mar 25 Ord Aprii7 
ALLEN, EDWLN SAMUBL, Strand High Court 
urd april 7 
ANGELL, Juan, Chirles st 
April 7 
SATTERSHALL, GRORGE 
SCuTT, Bath, Restaurant Keepers 
Urd April o 
BENGON, AR LD 
Lork, Bvot 
April 6 
BROCKLESBY, CHARLES UERBSRT, 
Farwer Lincyln Pet April 6 
CLARIDGE, 3 UC, Weil walk, 
Macl4 Ord Apru7 
COLLIN, WILLIAM JO3EPH, Upper Parkstone, Dorset, Coal 
Merchaut Poole Pet Aprilé6 Ura Apri 7 
CRISPIN, GARRY, Wolverhampton, Green srocer 
baupton Pet April? Urd Aprii7 
CROWSON, JOHN THOMAS, Rawwmarsh, 
Shetfizid Pet Apri: s Urd April 8 
Cosack, J., Amhurst Park, Stawford Hill, School 
prietor Higu court Pet Maris Ord Apr.l6 
DALE, WILLIAM THOMAS, Vuver, Lailor Cautecbury Pet 
April 7 Ord Apru 7 
pe LuvuVICH, Uscak TREFONI Vicror, Eaton sq 
Court Fet Nov l2 urd April 7 
DAVENPORT, HARRY, Sir_tivrd, 
oalford Pet April6é Uru April 6 
DAY, JOHN JACOBS, Suvuthamprvon, Creengrocer 
ampton Pet Aprilé Urd Ap.il 6 
ELSLEY, JAMEs LKONARD D&KRICK, 
Lauad:iym.o Kingston, Surrey 
April? 
Fox, MuNRY ERNEST, 
Urd Aprile 
GRAHAM, KUBERT, 


Hyde Park 


Engineers 
Pet April 7 


High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord 
THOMAS, anil ERNEST GorRDON 


Bath Pet Mar 20 


FRANK, Moorthorpe, nr Pontefiact, 
Dealer Wakefisid Pet April 6 Ora 


North Kelsey, Lincs, 
Ord April 6 
Hampstead High Court Pet 


Wolver- 


Yorks, Farmer 


Pro- 


High 


Lancs, Bootmaker 


South- 


Weybridge, Surrey, 
Pet Mac 2L Uru 
Neath Pet Mar 13 


Neath, Builder 


Middlesbroagh, Rolleyman Middies- 
beough Pet April? Ord April 7 

HARWIN, KATE UAKULI\E, and GEORGE WILLIAM 
HAKWLN, B.ackstuck rd, Finsbury Park, Mauufacturer> 
of Art Needlework High Uuurt Pet April 7 ord 
April 7 

HAWKINS, SAMUEL 

Wrexuauw 


GEORGE 
Lubcuers 


and 


Salop, 


JOHN LE )NARD, 
MAWKINS, Ellesmere, 
Pet April4 Ord Apriié 

HICKLING, HMBRBEKT MEZEKIAH, Scuntorze, 
Great Urimsby Pet april 7 urd Apeil7 

HopKINSON, JuHN Kowenrc, Winsford, Cueshire, 
Nant ich Pet Apris Ord Apriis 

Hucies, THvM4s Jun, Aberfan, Mertuyr Tydfil 
thyr Tydttl Pet Apriis vurd April $ 

JANNEY, WALTER, Great Grimsby, Grocer 
Pet April7 Ord Ap.il7 

Kigpy, ‘HOMAS, Muddiesvrough, Hardware 
Middlesbrough Pet Apri:7? Urd Aprii7 

LANE, UMARLES JOHN, Liverpool, Fruit Merchant 
pool Pew Mar 17 Ord Apri7 

LEACH, SAMUEL KUSSEL, Yeuril, Somerset, 
Yeovil Pet Aprilé vra Apilé 

MCALISTER, JuHN, Blyth, Nortuuwberland, Coafectioner 
Newcastle upon Lyne Pe. Ap.iiS Urd Aprus 

MORGAN, JOHN, Bargued, Glam, Butcher's Manager 
thyr Tydal PevApril6 Ord April 6 

Moyss, A J, Dryburgn mans, Putuey, Company 
High vourt Pet Feu Urd Aprils 

NIGHTINGALE, ALBERT, Parkeston, Rawsey, Essex, 
Voichester Pet April? Ura April7 

POWELL, BKLLZABETH ANNIK, Pinner, Middlx, Coursetiere 
Sc Albans Pet Mar 244 Uid April 

PYRAU, HUNKY, Morecambs, Laucs Sradford 
Ord Aprils 

RICHAKDSuN, THOMAS 
Lutun Pet Aprii7 Ord Apru / 

Rocket’, H, Brighwoa, Cimemat graph 
prietor Srightvun Pet Mar iz 

Koekus, JOSEvrH, Aberawau, Ulam, 
dare Pet Aprus vurd Aprils 

SLAT&R, EuWAkD, Newa:k ou Ircnt, Notts, 
Nottingham Pet Apri: 8 Urd Aprils 

Suits, VDavip, & Vv, Red Lion oh Fieet st, Dealers in 

miKvwctric Lamps High Court Pet Mars Ord April 7 

TAYLOR, JOHN KICHARD, Lincuin, Buteher Lncoin Pet 
Aprilé Ord april 6 

WILLIAMSON, WILLIAM HERBERT, Queen's Gate ter 
Court Pet Aug ly Ord Jan zs 

WoopMay, HENRY, 
CHARLES WOODMAN, 


Laboure: 
Butcher 
Mer- 
Great Grimsby 
Dealer 
Liver- 


Innkeeper 


Mer- 
Director 


Raker 


Pet April 8 


WILLIAM, Luton, Beds, Builder 


Theatre Pro- 
Urd April 6 
Faucy Draper Aber- 


Fishmonzer 


High 


aud GEORGE WOODMAN, tirming- 
ham, Builders Birwmwghan Let Apriis Urd Aprius 


Amended Notics substituted for that publissed in the 
London Gazette of April 7; 


HILL, JOHN, Scarborough, Veterinary Surgeon Scarborough 
Pet April2 Ord April z 

Fikst MEETINGS, 

FRANK, Moorthorpe, nr Pontefract, 

Aprit 23 at 2.30 vulf Ree, 21, King: st; 


BENSON, HAROLD 
Buuvt Deaier 
Wakefielu 

BIGLIN, WALTER ERNEST, Kingston upom Hall, Copper: 
smith April 20 at 11.80 Uit Res York Vity Bank 
chmbra, Lo vg.te, Huli 

HINNBS, MARK, Manchester, Furniture Dealer 
at 3 Ulf Kec, Byrom s., Manehester 

BINNY, STEWART Soort, Sandhurst, Korks 
14, Bedford row 

UULbIn8, WILLIAM Josurn, | 
UVoat Mercoant Apeu .v 
floor), Poole 

SONDIE, A, and Co, Birmingham, Factors April 27 at 11.30 
Ruskin chmbe 8, LVL, Vurporat.ou st, Birmingham 


April 21 
April 24 at 11.30 


Parkstone, 
idu, 


»)per 
at 3 


Dors +t, 
Higa 8b (firs 


PREDERICK THOMAS WOODMAN, EDWIN | 





Cora, Henry James, Fortoti, Staffs, Innkeeper April 17 
at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffordshire 
CRISPIN, HARRY, Wolverhanipton, G eengrocer April 23 
atl2 Off Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wolverhampton 

DAY, JOHN Jacoss, Southampton, Greengrocer April 18 
at 11 Off Rec, Midland nk chmbrs, High st, South- 
ampton 

EDWAkbs, Davrp, Neath, Fish Merchant April 23 at 11 

Otf Rec, Government bidzs, 8: Mary's st, Swansea 

mensy, JAMES LEONARD DERRICK, Weybri ige, Laundryman 
April 20 at 11 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

ESDAILE, GEORGE, Manchester April 20 at 3.30 Off Ree, 
Byrom -t, Manchester 

EVANS, FRANK, Maesteg Glam, Butcher 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

EVANS, JOHN, Treherbert, Glam, Milk Vendor April 20 
at3 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 

FEARNLEY, SAMUEL, 
April 18 at 11 
Dewsbury 

GRABURN, WALTER, Cleethorpes, Baker April1s at 11 
Off Rec, st Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

HICKLING, HERBERT HEZEKIAH, Scunthorpe, Labou-er 
April 18 at 11 Off Re, St Mary's chmbrs, Great 
Grimsby 

Jones, THOMAS (jun), Trelowth, St Mewan, Cornwall, 
Butcher April 2lat12 ft ec, 12, Priuces st, Truro 

KERRY, GEORGE KVERETT, Stalham, Norfolk, Butcher 
April 18 at 12.50 Off Rec, 8. King :t, Norwich 

KYTE, RopeeT GeorGe, Dynas Powis, Glam, Commercial 
Traveller April 24 at il 117, St Mary s:, Cardiff 

LEACH, SAMUEL RUSSEL, Yeovil, ‘Inuke per April 21 at 
14.45 Off Rec, City chmbrs, vatherine st, Salisbury 

MILNER, ANN, and JOHN MILNER, Cowes»y, nr Thirsk, 
York, Farmers April 23 at 11.30 Railway Hotei, 
Northallerton 

MILNES, GeorGE, Williamthorpe, nr Chesterfield, Derby, 
Farmer April 23 at 12 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

MorGAN, JOHN, Bargoed, “lam, Butcher's Manager April 
watils Off Kec, Cousaty Court, Town Hall, Merthyr 
Tyafil 

NEWBERY, WALTER, Mid/ord, Somerset, Carpenter April 
22 ati11.30 Uff Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

PEAKSON, THOMAS, West Har: lepool, Coal Merchant Ay) ril 
23.a:2.30 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunder ani 

PYRAH, HENRY, Morecambe, Lancs, Hotel Barman 
18atil Off Kec, 12, Duke st, Bradtord 

RuODES, WILLIAM, Shettield, Coal Merchant April 22 at 
12 ‘Off Ree F igiree In, Sheffie d 

Rock tt, H, Brighton, Cinema:ograph Theatre Proprietor 
April 22 at 3 Off Rec, 124, Marlborougn pl, Bi iguton 

RvoGeRS, JosEPH, Abera van, Glam, Fancy Draper Ajril 
22 at ll.s0 Off Rec, St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Vath- 
erine st, Pontypridd 

WALT N & Co, Manchester, Shippers April 20 at3 Off 
RK c, Byr mst, Manchester 

Waite, James, «ld Whittington, Derby, Licensed Vic- 
tualer April 23 at 12.30 Anzel Hote, Chesterfield 

ADJU DICATIONS., 

ALEXANDER, HENRY SULLIVAN, Cowley st, Westminster, 
Secretary High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord April 6 

ALL@N, EDWIN SAMUEL, strand High Court Pet April 
7 Ord april7 

BENSON, HAROLD FRANK, Morthorpe, nr Pontefract, 
Boot Dealer Wakefield Pet Aprils Ord April 6 

BINNY, STEWART SCOTT, Saudhurst, Berks, Major Reading 
Pet Mar5 Ord April 6 

Bux, HAROLD ARTHUR, Talbot rd, Bayswa-er 
Pet Jan 21 Ord April? 
BROCKLESBY, CHARLES HERBERT, North Kelsey, 
Farmer Lincoln Pet Aprilé Ord April 6 
CoLLIns, WILLIAM JosErH, Upper Parkstone, Coal Mer- 
chant Poole Pet April 6 Ord April 7 

ConDIg, ALBERT, Birm ngham, Factor Birmingham Pet 
Mar9 O.d April 6é 

CrisvIN, HARRY, Wolverhampton, Greenzr. cer 
hampton PetApril7 Ord Aprii7 

Crowsun, JOHN THOMAS, Kawmarsh, 
Shetfield Pet Aprils Ord Aprii 8 

DAL®, WILLIAM THOMAS, Dover, Ta lor 
Pet Aprit 7 Ord April 7 

DAVIS. ALBERT MOSES, Old st, Finsbury, Company 
Direcvor High Court Pet Mar® Ord April7 

Day, JOHN JACOBS, Southampton, Greengrucer South- 
ampton Pet April 6 Ura April 6 

ESDAILE, GEORGE, Manchester Manchester Pet Mar 23 
Oru Aprii 6 

EVANS, JOHN, Treherbert, Glam, Milk Vendor Pontypridd 
Pet Marc v4 Ord April 6 

Fox, HENRY ERNEST, Neath, Builder 
Ord Ap.il 8 

GRAHAM, ROBERT, Middlesbrough, Rolleyman Middles- 
brough Wet April7 Ord April 7 

GRUNBBAUM, SIRGFRIED, Westwell rd, Streatham Common 
Wandsworth Pet July 23 Ord April 7 

HANDSCOMB, GEORGE MIDDLETON, Jerningham rd, New 
Cross HghCout Pet Nov 14 Ord Aprils 

HAWKINS, JOHN LEONARD, and GEORGE SAMUEL HAWKINS, 
kilesmere, Salop, butchers Wrexham Pet April 4 
Ord April 4 

HICKLING, HERBERT HEZEKIAH, 
Great Grimsby Pet April 7 Ord Aprii 7 

HILLS, KLLEN MARY, Cromwell rd nigh 
Feo 12 Ord Ap il 8 

HODKINSON, JOHN RvuBERT, Mel esate 
Nantwich Pet-Apriis Ord Apri 

Huoues, THoMas JoHN, Aberfan, see Tydfil Merthyr 
Ty fit Pet April8 Ord April 

JANNEY, WALTER, Great eimnaby, 
Grimsby Pet April? Ord April 7 

KInGsToN, ARTHUR, Manchester, Advert'sing Agent 
Mauchester Pet Febil Ord ‘April 7 

Kinsy, THomMas, Middlesborough, Hardware Merchant 
Miid esbrough Pet April? Ord April 7 

KOSHLER, BLLMUND, L-wisham, Fiour Factor 
Court Pet Feb 24 Ord April 8 

LEACH, SAMUEL Rsseu, Yevvil, lnokeeper Yeovil 
Aprit 6 Ord April 6 


April 24at3 


Mirfield, Yorks, Carpet Spinner 
Otf Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, 


April 


High Court 


Lines, 


Wolver- 
Yorks, Farmer 


Canterbury 


Neath Pet Mar 13 


Scunthorpe, Labou er 


Court Pet 
Cheshire, Butcher 
8 


Grocer Great 


High 
Pet 





MCALISTER, JOHN, Blyth, Northumberland, Confectioner 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet April 8 Ord April 8 
MoopY, FRANK, Salmons Ip, ree Butcher High 
Court Pet Feb 24 Ord April 8 

Morean, JOHN, Bargo:d, Glam, Butcher's Manager 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet April 6 “Ord April 6 

NIGHTINGALE, ALBERT, Ramsey, Essex, Baker Colchester 
Pet April7 Ord April 7 

PYRAH, HENRY, Morecambe, pow Hotel Barman rad. 

Pet Aprii8 Ord ‘April 8 

——— THOMAS WILLIAM, Luton, Builder Luton 

t April 7 Ord April 7 

nooemh OSEPH, Aberaman, —_ Fancy Draper Aber. 
dare Pet April 8 Ord April 

SLATER, EDWARD, Newark on Treat, Notts, Fishmonger 
Nottingham Pet Aprii8 Ord April 8 

Street, HENRY, Oliham, Motor Factor Oldham Pet 
Jan 5 Ord April 8 

TAYLOR, JOHN RICHARD, 
Pet Aprilé Ord April 6 

WHITE, WILLIAM James, Catford, Kent, Grocer High 
Court Pet Mar13 Ord April « 


HAMPTON AND SONS, 


Auctions of Estates, Town and Country 
Residences, Investments, Business Premises 
and other Properties are held 
WEEKLY at tHe MART, TOKENHOUSE YARD, EC. 
Throughout the seascn, A ctions can a'so be held on 


other days in town or country. Also Saies and Valuations 
of Furniture and General Effects 


Lincoln, Butcher Lincola 





| Valuations for Fire Insurance a Speciality. 


Agents for all the principal Insurance Companies. 
ILLUSTRATED LIST OF 
Country Fstates Hunting Boxes 
Town and Country Residences | Sporting Prop -rties 
Gratis on applicati »n, or by post three stam) s. 
Orrices :—3, Cocksrur STREET, Patt MALL, S.W. 
Telephone; Gerrard 
BRANCH OFFICE -WtMBLEDON. 


EATHERALL & GREEN, 
Surveyors, Valuers, Auctioneers, and Land Agenw, 
22, CHANCERY LANE, W.C, 
(Telephone, 556 and 1404 Holborn), 
Will hold SALES by AUCTION, at the Mart, 


1914, ler 2 
April 21 uly 
May 19 | October 20 
June 9 November 17 
Jane 30 December 15 
July 14 
of LAN —* and HOUSE peace. Ground 
ae Cc. yng in a 
Sales ATION, BA hy advise on 
SOMPENSATIO RATING a and LIG&NSING OASES, 
and make VA LUAT IONS for ail purposes, including the 
FINANCE ACT. 


KNIGHT, FRANK & RUTLEY’S 
SALE ROOMS 
FOR 
JEWELS, FAMILY PLATE, PICTURES, 
FURNITURE, CHINA, 


And all classes of Valuable Property. 
SALES IN COUNTRY HOUSES. FIRE VALUATIONS. 


Special Estate Roonrfor Auctions of Real Property 


and Inve tments, 
LONDON. 











HANOVER SQUARE, 
Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & Mary, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


DRESS SUIIS (Special Materials), 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 


LEVEE SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


4 l TO £5,000 ADVANCED’ by Private 

Lender on Simple Promissory Nove. No bills 
of sale taken, and absolute privacy guaranteed. First 
letter of attention, aud 
intending borrowers are waited upon ‘by a representative, 
who is empowered to Saree wear trameaction on terms 


tually arranged, charge bain te union eek 

— actualy Fd pecial quotations for short 
wo 

WELLS 











low: 
Write in epee | 


CORRIDOR LEICESTER, 
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